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Foreword 


The question of the value of the Book of Acts as a source for the history of the 
early church has been discussed to such an extent that W.W. Gasque felt it right 
to organize his survey of modern study of Acts in terms of the answers given to 
this question. After a period when Luke's historical usefulness was given an 
extremely low rating in the dominant school represented by P. Vielhauer, E. 
Haenchen and H. Conzelmann, there appears to be some redressing of the 
balance away from this extreme assessment. In Germany a plea for a fresh look at 
Acts was made by M. Hengel in a brief but stimulating survey. More recently the 
question has been reopened by G. Liidemann in an important effort to identify 
the traditions preserved in Acts and to assess their probable historical value. 
Presented, as it is, by a critical scholar who can be highly sceptical regarding 
certain aspects of Luke's work, Liideman’s book is representative of a strand of 
scholarship which is more open to the possibility that Acts contains valuable 
historical information. 

British scholarship has tended to be less concerned with the kind of traditio- 
historical analysis of the text practised on the Continent but stronger on the 
archaeological side. The pioneer work of W.M. Ramsay demonstrated clearly the 
value of examining Acts in the light of study of ancient geography, history and 
chronology, and, as is well known, Ramsay, who started as a sceptic regarding 
the historical value of Acts, came to describe the historical qualities of Luke in 
terms that might well be regarded as excessive. The same tradition of examining 
Acts from the angle of the Classical historian has continued with F.F. Bruce as its 
major exponent. And now we have the work of C.J. Hemer. 

Colin Hemer is yet another example (like Bruce) of the Classicist turned New 
Testament scholar. He gave up a career in school-teaching to do research on the 
background to the messages to the seven churches in Revelation. His doctoral 
thesis (1969) was eventually published in 1986. The long delay was due to the 
development of Dr Hemer's interest in two related fields. The one was the study 
of Hellenistic Greek, and it led to his becoming deeply involved in the plans of 
Macquarie University to produce a new ‘Moulton and Milligan’ in which the 
fresh epigraphic and papyrological discoveries of the last sixty years or so would 
have been utilized to shed fresh light on the vocabulary of the New Testament. 
Sadly this project must now go ahead without the participation of one of its most 
enthusiastic protagonists. The other field was the historical background to Acts. 

Over the years Dr Hemer produced a steady stream of meticulously 
researched essays on different aspects of the problem, and eventually conceived 
the plan of writing a fuller work which would be a fresh and rigorous re- 
examination of the kind of material presented by Ramsay. This in turn would 
form the preparatory material for a commentary on Acts which he was to co- 
author with Dr W.W. Gasque. 

Early in 1987 Dr Hemer fell il] and he died in June of that year. Fortunately 
his work on Acts was well advanced, and it was immediately apparent that, 
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though what had been completed lacked the author's final revision and some 
parts were in draft form, the manuscript was largely in a publishable form. The 
task of editing and completing the work was entrusted to Mr Conrad H. Gempf, 
and on behalf of Colin's many friends I should like to express our deep gratitude 
to him for his diligence and care in this labour of love. 

Manifestly the work as here presented lacks the final touches that Dr Hemer 
would have added. It was judged appropriate not to attempt to interact with 
subsequent literature, although a number of references and an appendix have 
been added by the editor. The reader will spot some gaps in assessment of the 
earlier literature (there is, for example, no reference to A. Suhl's important work 
on chronology) which Dr Hemer would surely have remedied if he had been 
spared. There are also topics on which treatment was planned but there are 
insufficient hints in the author's meticulous notes as to how he would have 
tackled them. 

Some readers may perhaps be tempted to dismiss the author's approach on 
two grounds. First, it may be argued that he ignores the whole question of 
Traditionsgeschichte, the attempt to penetrate behind the text to the sources and 
traditions which lay behind it. Hemer of course argues cautiously for authorship 
by Luke, the companion of Paul, and therefore he would have seen the whole 
question of sources differently from those who argue for non-Lukan authorship. 
What he does is to look at the text as we have it to see how it stands up 
historically. If it is not only plausible but has some probability attaching to it, this 
is good reason to claim a historical base for it. 

Second, the whole approach may be dismissed as apologetisch. This, however, 
seems to be nothing more than a swear-word for condemning the work of 
anybody who defends a traditional position by suggesting that their work rests 
on bias rather than on an objective use of the evidence. One may well ask 
whether the attitude of anybody with a hypothesis to defend is any different; 
everybody looks for the evidence that supports their hypothesis and attempts to 
account for seemingly contrary evidence. If the hypothesis is an old one rather 
than a new one, one that is more in line with orthodox Christian thinking rather 
than with novel ideas, it is hard to see why it should be more liable to being 
dismissed in this way. What matters every time is surely the quality of the 
evidence and the argumentation, the absence of special pleading, and whether 
awkward counter-evidence and arguments are treated fairly. It is on that level 
that this work must be evaluated. 

Dr Hemer's work involves some highly detailed discussion of specialist areas. 
It is not all written simply in defence of a thesis. There is much detail which he 
has unearthed which is interesting to specialists in itself and which he has not 
scrupled to include. Here is the mark of a genuine historian who writes not 
because he has an axe to grind but because the subject is fascinating for its own 
sake. 

I. Howard Marshall 


Preface 


The death of Colin Hemer, research fellow at Tyndale House, Cambridge, in the 
spring of 1987 came as a blow and a shock to many of us who knew him and his 
work. It seemed especially sad in that he had spent years reading, learning, 
accumulating knowledge, and was just at the point of beginning to burst out 
with monograph after monograph applying this wealth of learning. Fortunately 
for us, most chapters of a first draft of his manuscript on History and the Book of 
Acts were complete. 

The appearance of the manuscript was indicative of the mind behind it. Meti- 
culous, clear, and densely packed, each of the nearly 400 narrow-ruled hand- 
written notebook pages contained twice the amount of material that the single- 
spaced typed versions could hold. Every ‘t’ was crossed, every ‘i’ dotted; only 
very rarely was there a false start or a word crossed out. 

Our process of preparing the manuscript for publication was straightforward. 
The staff at Tyndale House in Cambridge typed the manuscript onto computer 
disks. Each chapter would be edited for stylistic consistency and typographical 
errors. Once all the references were checked over, I would type-set the chapter 
and send it to readers for suggestions and comments, which would then be 
incorporated before printing a final camera-ready version of the chapter. It has 
been my aim to reduce the massive manuscript down and produce a book which 
sets forth Dr Hemer's views clearly, and which preserves at least some of the per- 
sonality that made his writings and papers unique. 

Dr Hemer's projections were for an even longer work, incorporating three 
more chapters than the present volume. Our Appendix 1 contains general 
material on speeches and miracles which were originally intended to be the 
subjects of separate chapters in their own right, chapters which were unfinished 
at the time of Dr Hemer's death.1 

The Chapter 10 (the Conclusion) is the work of the editor, drawing together 
the threads of Dr Hemer's arguments in the book in the manner of an overview. 
Because of the importance of the recently published Aphrodisias inscription to 
some recent discussion on Acts, I have undertaken to compose the second 
appendix. This sets forth the place of that inscription in the context of the 
arguments in the book, consistent with the thought of Dr Hemer as expressed on 
related topics.2 Other material added to the manuscript, usually notes of 
supplemental bibliography, are marked by the abbreviation [Ed.] whether the 
note stems from me or from other readers. 

This book has been enhanced through the suggestions, comments and 
criticisms of Prof. Howard Marshall and Prof. F.F. Bruce, who read through the 


1 Some extra material on particular speeches will be published in the form of articles in future 
volumes of the Tyndale Bulletin. With only 1 page of text extant, we have not attempted to 
reconstruct a chapter that was to have been titled ‘Penultimate Problems’, dealing with the 
purpose of Acts, among other topics. 

2 Dr Hemer knew about the discovery of the inscription, but died before its publication. 
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entire book prior to publication. I am also grateful for the help of Mr David 
Deboys, the Tyndale House librarian, and Dr G.H.R. Horsley on the selections 
they read. Michael Howe and Carl Trueman joined me for the last two months of 
the project, checking the bibliographic references in chapters 6-9 and compiling 
all the indexes except the Subject Index. I am also indebted to Heather Richard- 
son, Ruth Otway and Cathy Wegner for their work in typing the manuscript. 

This book was prepared under the direction of the Tyndale House Council, 
and under the patient, watchful and encouraging guidance of Bruce Winter, the 
current warden of Tyndale House. Anyone who has worked for any length of 
time at Tyndale House in Cambridge knows what a idyllic place it is for doing 
research. Elements like the extensive New Testament collection of books and the 
comraderie at afternoon tea-time have, I am sure, influenced more than one 
scholar's ideas of the Paradise to come. 

Others at Tyndale House have been of great help in a number of ways. I must 
at least mention Stan Toussaint, Marcy Massot, Peter Head, Stan Porter and 
Michael Thompson for their assistance. Thanks to Prof. Paul Wegner for 
unlocking the door every morning. 

All students of Luke-Acts will be indebted to Colin Hemer for the scholarship 
which he has passed on through his book. As one who had already devoted 
several years of study to a more narrow topic in the book of Acts, I could not 
help but be awed by the depth and the breadth of Colin Hemer's knowledge and 
research. We might well say of Dr Hemer's work and life: ‘...though dead, he still 
speaks’ (Hebrews 11:4). 

Conrad H. Gempf 
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Chapter 1 
Acts and Historicity 


1. The Neglect of Historicity 


Although there has been no lack of debate about the book of Acts, the 
question of its historicity has been strangely neglected. Indeed, 
opinion about the book of Acts has become polarized, and often be- 
tween those who differ profoundly on the matter of historicity,’ but 
this aspect of their disagreement is often implicit rather than explicit. 
It is integrated into differences of assumption and approach whose 
thrusts are aimed elsewhere. Many writers seem simply to assume 
that the question has been answered, one way or the other. Some 
even contend that the question is illegitimate, although again there is 
an answer implicit in such a contention. 

A vast body of literature covers details within the range of our 
inquiry and deals with topics tangentially related to historicity, but 
few major works address the subject directly. The only two book- 
length studies in English are old discursive lecture-series, directed to 
a scholarly ambience very different from ours and much less deeply 
riven by confusing alternatives.2 There is no focused or systematic 
treatment of the issues for our modern situation.3 


1 Cf. W.C. van Unnik, ‘Luke-Acts, a Storm Center in Contemporary Scho- 
larship’, Studies in Luke-Acts, ed. L.E. Keck and J.L. Martyn (Nashville: 
Abingdon Press, 1966), pp. 15-32. 

2 J.S. Howson, The Evidential Value of the Acts of the Apostles, Bohlen 
Lectures 1880 (London: William Isbister, 1880); F.H. Chase, The Credibility of 
the Book of The Acts of the Apostles, Hulsean Lectures 1900-01 (London and 
New York: Macmillan, 1902). There have of course been many commentaries 
and works on allied themes in which the issues have been raised. The most 
extensive and detailed of these studies are again old. The fullest sceptical 
treatment (from the classical Tiibingen perspective) is in E. Zeller, The Con- 
tents and Origin of the Acts of the Apostles, Critically Investigated, tr. J. Dare, 
2 vols. (London: Williams and Norgate, 1875-76). The only detailed study 
from a more conservative perspective is A. Wikenhauser, Die Apostel- 
geschichte und ihr Geschichtswert (Miinster-Westfalen: Aschendorffsche 
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1921). 

3 [Ed.] G. Liidemann's recent work Das friihe Christentum nach den Tradi- 
tionen der Apostelgeschichte (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1987) 
was released only after Dr Hemer's untimely death. 
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There are, of course, some reasons for this neglect. One of them is 
so central to the modern approach that it seems an act of temerity to 
challenge it: the current all-pervasive interest in Lukan theology. 
While this interest is proper and important, it has been so empha- 
sized that it has come to seem that the only correct way to study Acts 
is to focus on the writer and his theological grounds for altering (or 
preserving) tradition. Any approach that does not incorporate such 
redaction-critical concerns is made to look naive and irrelevant. But 
complementary, and equally necessary, questions must be asked if we 
are to achieve a broadly balanced perspective on the whole range of 
the evidence. 

A second reason, akin to the first, is the increasing specialization 
of modern scholarship. Again, proper in itself, this necessarily fo- 
cuses attention upon the pressing current issues, narrows the field of 
debate, and may render inaccessible the insights of related disci- 
plines. Lack of communication between specialists has become a 
major problem. 

Thirdly, there is a lingering suspicion that the topic of historicity is 
peculiarly the preserve of a historicist pseudo-scholarship, often 
equated with a crude and simplistic abuse of archaeology for apolo- 
getic ends. If the polarization of opinion is in any measure due to a 
doctrinaire defensiveness or polemicism induced by anti-critical 
attitudes, people are understandably uneasy. This ghost ought to be 
laid to rest, and striving for fair and charitable scholarship will help 
to lay it. The issues raised by Acts are complex and many-faceted, 
and there is wide scope for seeking answers on their own merits. 
There is nothing inherently anti-critical about the question itself, 
though to ask it may be out of step with current trends. If the 
investigation is a rational and careful one, neither misunder- 
standings nor lack of communication nor the nature of the conclu- 
sions it yields should bias us against it. Yet the fact that such study is 
on a ‘different wavelength’— one associated with a certain view- 
point— may have prejudiced scholars against considering the 
question. 

A final reason for the neglect of our topic may well be the 
daunting complexity and delicacy of the task it poses. It is impossible 
to deal adequately with the theme without entanglement in many 
related New Testament debates and in the contributions of related 
disciplines, and without having to wade through many confusing 
cross-currents of opinion. But the temptation to provide either an- 
swer by over-simplifying the issues must be avoided. 
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2. Historicity and Scholarship 


Ironically, this question was being tackled with Luke-Acts particu- 
larly in mind before certain historical circumstances side-tracked the 
discussion. Although this is not the place for a detailed account of 
Actaforschung,4 an overview of the literature that touches on his- 
toricity and Acts will help to give direction to our discussion. The 
purpose of this section is merely to focus on a few points which seem 
to have been largely overlooked, but which are of immediate interest 
for our specific theme of historicity. 

In the period approximately 1895-1915 there was a far-reaching, 
multi-faceted, high-level debate over the historicity of Acts. It is 
interesting to note that in the Mattill bibliography of Acts® only six 
items out of sixty-eight listed as general studies on the theology of 
Acts are from this span of years. That proportion is representative of 
most other topics as well. Conversely, of a slightly smaller number of 
total entries on the historical value of Acts a clear majority belonged 
to those years.” Moreover, detailed discussions of closely related 
issues are a stronger feature of those years than general studies. 

For the purposes of this limited discussion, we will exclude from 
consideration the important figure of J.B. Lightfoot, who died in 
1889, at the outset of the years we have delineated. Indeed, the per- 
iod 1895-1915 marks the climax of a preceding continuity. Lightfoot, 
as it happens, wrote relatively little specifically on Acts, and the ap- 
pearance of Ramsay's Church in the Roman Empire at once dated 
him on a significant point and initiated a new and vigorous phase of 
debate by placing the South Galatian view on a firm basis and 
focusing on its implications for Acts. 

Apart from Ramsay's series of books, these two decades were 


4 A task performed adequately from different perspectives by Haenchen, 
Acts, pp. 14-50 = Apostelgeschichte, 6th (15th) edn, pp. 13-47, and W.W. 
Gasque, A History of the Criticism of the Acts of the Apostles (Ttbingen: 
J.C.B. Mohr, 1975). 

5 The period may even be delimited more precisely, i.e., by the publication 
of Ramsay's Church in the Roman Empire in 1893 and the outbreak of war 
in 1914, but the rounded half-decade limits have been chosen to allow time 
for publication and reaction. 

6 Mattill, A Classified Bibliography of Literature on the Acts of the Apostles 
(New Testament Tools and Studies, VU, ed. B.M. Metzger) (Leiden: Brill, 
1966). More recent systematic bibliography will be found in G. Wagner, An 
Exegetical Bibliography on the Acts of the Apostles (Ruschlikon-Zurich: Bap- 
tist Theological Seminary, 1975) and id., Second Series (1985). 

7 Mattill, pp. 189-93. Indeed, it would be possible to manipulate the data or 
extend the limits slightly, to produce an even more impressive contrast! 
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marked by some notable, and often neglected or undervalued, works. 
British scholarship, even in the preceding Victorian period, had pro- 
duced influential studies, such as the monographs of James Smith8 
and W.K. Hobart,? the commentary in Alford’s Greek Testament!0 
and the comprehensive work of Conybeare and Howson,!! as well 
as the magisterial contributions of Lightfoot. Most of these works 
are now decisively dated by the later progress of knowledge, though 
Smith has never been bettered,!2 and much of Lightfoot's achieve- 
ment stands— except on the Galatian question, on which topic, 
paradoxically, he is still most often cited.!3 Ramsay then initiated a 
new phase, in which the fruits of pioneer exploration initiated a new 
understanding of Paul's Anatolian context in particular. One may 
choose to differ from Ramsay's views of the New Testament, but 
there is no doubt that in his own field he represents the beginning of 
modern knowledge, and those who disagree most strongly with him 
are no less indebted to him for the factual data which entered the 
debate through his discoveries. Ramsay's own views underwent 
progressive change during the two following decades: he understood 
this change as the gradual enlightenment of one blinded by pre- 
formed opinions;!4 he was working out the implications of the new 
knowledge in a context of keen debate. 

The period 1895-1915 saw the appearance of the two crucial com- 


8 J. Smith, The Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul (London: Longmans, 
Green & Co., 3rd edn, 1866). 

9 W.K. Hobart, The Medical Language of St. Luke (Dublin: Hodges, Figgis 
and Co., and London: Longmans, Green & Co., 1882). 

10 H. Alford, ‘The Acts of the Apostles’, in The Greek Testament, 4 vols 
(London: Rivingtons and Cambridge: Deighton, Bell and Co., new edn, 1880- 
81), Vol. 2, Prolegomena pp. 1-31 and Commentary pp. 1-310). 

11 W.J. Conybeare and J.S. Howson, The Life and Epistles of St Paul, 2 vols. 
(London: Longman, Brown, Green and Longmans, 1853). 

12 [Ed.] Dr Hemer had not the chance to read and compare G. Kettenbach, 
Das Logbuch des Lukas (European University Studies, Series 23: Theology 
276) (Frankfurt, Bern and New York: P. Lang, 1986). I am grateful to Mr Peter 
Head for drawing the book to my attention. 

13 Jt cannot be too strongly emphasized that Lightfoot's death antedated the 
new knowledge, and that those who hold the ‘North Galatian’ view today 
usually do so on grounds which contradict positions held in common by 
both sides of the earlier debate. This does not invalidate the ‘North Galatian’ 
interpretation, but it shows that Lightfoot's name ought not to be invoked 
without discrimination of his arguments and recognition that they are super- 
seded. Cf. Hemer, ‘The Adjective “Phrygia”’, ]TS n.s. 27 (1976), pp. 122-26, esp. 
p- 123; ‘Phrygia: A Further Note’, JTS n.s. 28 (1977), pp. 99-101. 

14 He expresses this perspective strikingly in a private letter to F.C. Burkitt, 
published in EQ 45 (1973), pp. 170-71. 
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mentaries of R.J. Knowling (1900)!5 and R.B. Rackham (1901),16 
respectively historical and theological in their emphases, and Rack- 
ham contributed also a classic defence of the early date of Acts.!7 
Ramsay himself produced St Paul the Traveller (1895), Cities and 
Bishoprics of Phrygia (1895, 1897), A Historical Commentary on St 
Paul's Epistle to the Galatians (1899), Pauline and Other Studies 
(1906), The Cities of St Paul (1907), Luke the Physician (1908), The 
Bearing of Recent Discovery on the Trustworthiness of the New 
Testament (1915), to mention only books directly relevant to our 
theme.18 The vigorous ensuing debate involved such British scholars 
as F.H. Chase, J.A. Cross, C.W. Emmett, M. Jones, F. Rendall, C. 
Anderson Scott, W.A. Shedd and W.T. Whitley,!? and there was 
much interaction also with the contributions of such major figures as 
Harnack, Headlam?° and Lightfoot. In America the major names 
were those of B.W. Bacon,2! A.C. McGiffert22 and C.C. Torrey.23 

In Germany there were relatively few major studies of Acts in this 
period. The chief commentary was that by H.H. Wendt which 
appeared in successive editions in the Meyer series,24 and Wendt 
addressed himself specifically to the question of historicity.25 But the 


15 RJ. Knowling, ‘The Acts of the Apostles’, The Expositor’s Greek Testament, 
ed. W. Robertson Nicoll, Vol. 2(London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1900), pp. 1-554. 
16 R.B. Rackham, The Acts of the Apostles. An Exposition (London: 
Methuen, 5th edn, 1910 [1901)). 

17 “The Acts of the Apostles. II A Plea for an Early Date’, JTS 1 (1900), pp. 76-87. 

18 T cite here only short titles, omitting some more popular or controversial 
works. All these books were published by Hodder and Stoughton, except 
Cities and Bishoprics, Vol. 1, Parts 1 and 2, by the Clarendon Press, Oxford, 
only these two separately bound ‘Parts’ ever being produced. Ramsay also 
wrote dozens of papers during this period, many of them being collected in 
some of the volumes mentioned here. 

19 See Mattill, Classified Bibliography, for detailed references to the more 
important articles, chiefly in Expos and ExpT. 

20 A.C. Headlam, ‘Acts of the Apostles’, HDB 1 (1900), pp. 25-35. 

21 Bacon produced no large work on the subject, but see his book The Story 
of St Paul (London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1905), and for major articles see the 
bibliography in Mattill. 

22 A.C. McGiffert, A History of Christianity in the Apostolic Age (Edinburgh: 
T. & T. Clark, 1897; revised edn, New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1903). 

23 C.C. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 1916). 

24 H.H. Wendt, Kritisch-exegetischer Kommentar tiber das Neue Testament 
von Dr. Heinr. Aug. Wilh. Meyer, 8th- 9th eds. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1880, 1888, 1888, 1889, 1913). 

2 Wendt, ‘The Historical Trustworthiness of the Book of Acts’, Hibbert 
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figure of central interest for our present study was Harnack. Other 
of the major contributions of the time were incidental to our theme, 
as contained in more extensive New Testament Introductions 
(Zahn,6 Jiilicher27), or studies of particular issues (e.g. Blass).28 
Harnack however wrote three books within a few years which 
document a progressive shift of opinion.29 In Luke the Physician he 
defended the traditional view of authorship while holding to a later 
date and remaining critical of the historical value of Acts. In the third 
of the series he strongly urges the early dating of Acts as well as 
traditional Lukan authorship.*0 

The case of Harnack is instructive, both as an instance of a pro- 
gressive change of position induced by the influence of the British 
debate, and because his contribution to further discussion was ab- 
ruptly truncated by the impact of the war. In the conclusion of his 
second volume (Acts, pp. 301-303) he acknowledges that his results 
closely approach those of Blass, Ramsay, (Bernhard) Weiss and 
Zahn, writers whom he censures for their prejudices in favour of 
miracles and the canon of the New Testament. While they are sus- 
pect as apologists, he as a historical critic is constrained to take simi- 
lar ground.3! In all three books he reacts freely to British scholar- 
ship, a point observed by his translator in his Preface (pp. vii-viii): 


Journal 12 (1913-14), pp. 141-61. 

26 T. Zahn, Einleitung in das Neue Testament 2 vols. (Leipzig: A. Deichert, 
2nd edn, 1900); ET Introduction to the New Testament, tr. Melancthon Wil- 
liams Jacobus et al. from the 3rd German edn, 3 vols. (Edinburgh: T. & T. 
Clark, 1909). 

27 A. Jiilicher, Einleitung in das Neue Testament (Tiibingen and Leipzig: 
J.C.B. Mohr, 3rd edn 1901). 

28 F. Blass, Acta Apostolorum, sive Lucae ad Theophilum liber alter, secun- 
dum formam quae videtur Romanam (Leipzig: Teubner, 1896). 

29 A. von Harnack, Luke the Physician. The Author of the Third Gospel and 
the Acts of the Apostles, tr. J.R. Wilkinson (London: Williams & Norgate 
and New York: Putnam, 1911), from Lukas der Arzt: Der Verfasser des drit- 
ten Evangeliums und der Apostelgeschichte (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1906); The 
Acts of the Apostles (London and New York, 1909), from Die Apostel- 
geschichte (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1908); The Date of the Acts and of the Synoptic 
Gospels (London: Williams & Norgate and New York: Putnam, 1911), from 
Neue Untersuchungen zur Apostelgeschichte und zur Abfassungszeit der 
synoptischen Evangelien (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1911). 

30 In an excursus at the end of the second book (Acts, pp. 290-97) Harnack 
sets out weighty reasons for both the early and the later dating, but chooses to 
leave the question open. 

31 Of Zahn he writes: ‘Zahn cannot efface the impression that he conducts 
historical investigations like a counsel for the defence @ tout prix’ (p. 303). 
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that translator further confesses his own ‘shock’ at the views now 
propounded by the great German scholar and Harnack's ‘reluctant 
yet complete conversion’ to a position he had himself ‘denounced ... 
as unscientific’. Yet despite all this it should be stressed that through- 
out these researches Harnack remained very critical, at times con- 
temptuous, of Luke's ‘inaccuracies and discrepancies’ ,3? a point 
which drew fire from Ramsay and others.33 Otherwise his work had 
limited impact at the time, and the war marked a sharp discontinuity 
in the progress of scholarship.4 

Some post-war perspectives on Harnack make this point clearly. 
James Stalker describes his change of mind as a ‘revolution’ in scho- 
larship. Yet the great importance of his three books ‘has failed to 
attract attention on account of the War’.35 The large lives of Paul 
since published by Prof. David Smith and Prof. A.H. McNeile never 
refer to Harnack's views.%6 Stalker stresses that Harnack was only 
feeling his way in these books, though they were fruits of a slow 
growth over fifteen years, written under obligation to British scho- 
lars. It was no doubt largely due to Ramsay that he came to regard 


32 It is difficult to acquit Harnack here of an exaggerated hypercriticism. He 
offers a lengthy list of inaccuracies (Acts pp. 203-31), but most of the entries 
are bizarrely trivial: pév without following 5€, shifts between direct and in- 
direct speech, grammatical concord ad sensum, abrupt changes of subject or 
the unexplained introduction of new persons and topics, tautologies, anaco- 
lutha, awkwardnesses of narrative sequence, and the like. Few of the sub- 
stantial historical difficulties are mentioned. It should be noted that Har- 
nack's point is that these features are found alike in all the strands of source- 
material he isolates, and therefore belong to Luke’s own style and indicate 
literary carelessness on his part. 

33 See esp. Ramsay in the title essay of Luke the Physician and Other Studies 
in the History of Religion (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1908), pp. 3-68, in 
response to Hamack's first book. Cf. E.C. Selwyn, ‘The Carefulness of Luke the 
Prophet’, Expos 7th ser. 7 (1909), pp. 547-58. 

34 Among early discussions note J. Moffatt, ‘Harnack on the Acts of the 
Apostles’, ExpT 19 (1907-08), pp. 454-55; B.W. Bacon, ‘Professor Harnack on 
the Lukan Narrative’, AJT 13 (1909), pp. 59-76; C. Anderson Scott, ‘Harnack 
on the Acts’, ExpT 22 (1910-11), p. 567; M. Jones, ‘Harnack on the Dates of the 
Acts and Synoptic Gospels’, Expos 8th ser. 7 (1914), pp. 193-212. Moffatt's 
expectation that his ‘sane, vigorous pages will help to dominate the criticism 
of Acts for years to come’ (p. 455) was scarcely fulfilled. 

35 J. Stalker, ‘A Revolution in New Testament Criticism’, Expos 8th ser. 20 
(1920), pp. 348-63, citing p. 348. 

36 D. Smith, The Life and Letters of St Paul (London: Hodder and Stough- 
ton, 1919); A.H. McNeile, St Paul. His Life, Letters and Christian Doctrine 
(CUP, 1920). Neither book has an author index, but McNeile seems only to 
mention Harnack in a different connection. 
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Luke as a real and interesting human being, where even such as 
Wellhausen lived ‘so long in a paper-world of editors and redactors 
as to have lost touch with the actual world’ (p. 352). Stalker himself 
is confident that Ramsay's early dating of Galatians, a key point for 
the historicity of Acts, was slowly winning the assent of scholars. 
Harnack's contribution served to challenge the strength of the 
Tubingen assumptions which had influenced even Zahn, and opened 
the way for a more straightforward reconstruction of primitive 
Christian history. 

In America J. Gresham Machen wrote in similar terms, stressing 
the astonishing ‘return to tradition’ among those known for their 
scepticism, among whom he names Harnack and Torrey, and seeing 
a similar tendency even in Wendt and McGiffert.3”7 Harnack and 
others had ‘introduced a dangerous antinomy into the imposing 
“liberal” reconstruction’, to which late datings were integral. If their 
views were accepted, the objection to the New Testament account of 
Christian origins would be seen ‘more and more clearly to be simply 
and solely an objection to the miraculous’ (p. 593). Machen, too, sees 
the relation of Acts and Galatians as a central crux,38 where the 
identification of the visit to Jerusalem in Gal. 2 with that of Acts 15 is 
problematic, and the difficulties in this area constitute a ‘last strong- 
hold of Tubingenism’; but this stronghold is not immune from attack. 
He considers the possibility of identifying Gal. 2 with Acts 11 rather 
than Acts 15, and dating Galatians early. 

The First World War marked a definite break, and when work was 
resumed there was a shift of interest, and new initiatives came to the 
fore.39 The rise of Form Criticism and Dibelius' development of the 
‘Style Criticism’ of Acts in particular#? superannuated not only Har- 
nack's views but the debate in which he stood as protagonist.‘! 
From the new phase of mainstream German criticism his pre-war 
researches seemed an irrelevant aberration.42 The war abruptly 


37 J.G. Machen, ‘Recent Criticism of the Book of Acts’, PTR 17 (1919), pp. 585-608. 

38 Cf. B.W. Bacon, ‘Acts versus Galatians. The Crux of Apostolic History’, 
AJT 11 (1907), pp. 454-74. 

39 Cf. G.D. Henderson, ‘Adolf von Harnack’, ExpT 41 (1929-30), pp. 487-91, re- 
ferring on p. 488 to Harnack's attraction to British students ‘until the gloomy 
years of the Great War turned our young divines somewhat vaguely to 
France and America for guidance’. 

40 M. Dibelius, ‘Style Criticism of the Books of the Acts’, Studies, pp. 1-25. 

41 For reaction to Harnack and others in this period cf. Gasque, History of 
Criticism pp. 160-63. There is perhaps a partial parallel in the supersession of 
the Jesus-debate of Wrede, Johannes Weiss and Albert Schweitzer by the post- 
war climate of criticism. 

42 Another remarkable instance of the discontinuity of this period is the 
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closed an era in some ways more vigorous than that which follows. 
Its debates were truncated unresolved, but perhaps fruitfully on the 
way to resolution, if we may believe some of the optimistic prog- 
noses. In the event scholarship in the German and English-speaking 
countries took different, and separate, courses after the war. 

The most impressive product in English of the new era was of 
course the five volumes of The Beginnings of Christianity. It is 
remarkable that a great synthesis of this type should have appeared 
at just the time it did (1920-1933). This synthesis departs in major 
respects from the thrust of the preceding debate, and shifts some of 
the questions on to ground different from its trend. It was clearly a 
valid and important function of this period to test the foundations, 
and Cadbury's work, for instance, in exposing the inadequacy of 
Hobart's Medical Language as proof of authorship is an admirable 
example of a type of scholarship constantly needed.43 This is no 
place for a detailed evaluation of Beginnings. Inevitably, in a com- 
posite work of such scale, it is uneven, and it would not be fair to 
make generalized judgments on the strength of particular issues. Yet 
there are disquieting omissions and weaknesses on the historical side 
of the work. 

For example, it is strange that the account in the Prolegomena of 


often overlooked work of Edmundson on the church in Rome, G. Edmund- 
son, The Church in Rome in the First Century (Bampton Lectures, 1913) 
(London: Longmans, Green, 1913). His book is of slight relevance to our pre- 
sent theme, and his central thesis is questionable, but the reaction to his work 
illustrates the neglect. His book represents a critical and historical reconstruc- 
tion of real importance, of greater value than many works of greater fame and 
influence. Yet (perhaps alone among Bampton Lectures) it was never 
reviewed in JTS (nor in JRS and other major journals) and is little noticed 
until taken up in J.A.T. Robinson's Redating the New Testament (London: 
SCM, 1976) and F.F. Bruce in Paul, Apostle of the Free Spirit (Exeter: Pater- 
noster, 1977). The reason for this neglect, as Robinson points out (p. 112), is 
quite simply the disruption caused by the outbreak of war. Cf. however also 
L.E. Browne, ‘The Journeys of St Peter’, Expos 8th ser. 9 (1915), pp. 242-53; 
Edmundson, ‘The Journeys of St Peter. A Reply’, ibid., pp. 499-513; Browne, 
‘The Journeys of St Peter’, Expos 8th ser. 10 (1915), pp. 148-54. Edmundson's 
name is not indexed in any of the volumes of BC, nor is it mentioned in 
Gerhard Schneider's recent 42-page bibliography of his commentary Die 
Apostelgeschichte, 2 vols. (Freiburg, Basel and Vienna: Herder, 1980) 1.11-52 
(nor in the supplementary list in 2.11-16). It is also omitted from such recent 
Studies as E.A. Judge and G.S.R. Thomas, ‘The Origin of the Church at Rome: 
A New Solution?’, RTR 25 (1966), pp. 81-94; and J.W. Wenham, ‘Did Peter Go 
to Rome in A.D. 42?’, TB 23 (1972), pp. 94-102. 

43 HJ. Cadbury, The Style and Literary Method of Luke (Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press, 1920), cf. BC 2.349-55. 


10 The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History 


the Gentile world is limited to two essays: one on the Roman 
provincial system and one on life in the Roman Empire, a study 
largely devoted to cultural influences of Hellenism and to philo- 
sophical and religious movements.* It is not that these essays are in 
any way deficient for what they are, but it is clear that the world of 
Paul in Asia Minor was far removed from this impression of a Hel- 
lenistic-Roman cultural monolith seen through the perspective of 
political history and formal literature. For the cultural background of 
Paul we must inevitably wrestle with the thousands of inscriptional 
texts which testify, however imperfectly, to a changed, orientalized 
Hellenism, often thinly concealing very different conceptions. In the 
preceding period Ramsay and his peers were opening up this hidden 
world, and the debate was focused. The need for a closer, localized 
examination of specific settings was never really addressed. 
Another curious point is the treatment of the date of Acts in a brief 
addendum to a chapter of ‘Subsidiary Points’ (BC 2.358-59). The 
editors both formerly felt reasonably sure of the traditional author- 
ship, but then inclined to think this only of the ‘we-sections’ and 
perhaps the narrative adhering to them. They leave the question of 
date open,46 but surely this is a question of importance too funda- 
mental to be handled so parenthetically. The kind of view we can 
hold of Acts as a whole, and of Christian origins at large, is so far 
implicit in alternative answers to these questions of date and author- 
ship that it is difficult to disengage from them. Even when we give 
full weight to the preceding chapters by Emmet and Windisch which 
argue in broader terms respectively for and against the tradition,4” 
this doubt persists. It must be noticed again that both these writers 
focus on the relationship of Acts with Galatians, Emmet defending 
the identification of Gal. 2 with Acts 11, and Windisch assuming its 
identification with Acts 15, and finding a central ground of scepticism 
in that identification. Emmet stands here in continuity with the tone 


44 H.T.F. Duckworth, ‘The Roman Provincial System’, BC 1.171-217; C.H. 
Moore, ‘Life in the Roman Empire at the Beginning of the Christian Era’, 
ibid. pp. 218-62. 

45 This is not to deny the massive learning adduced by the editors, for in- 
stance in the final volume of Additional Notes. 

46 Possibly anywhere from 60 to 150, probably between 70 and 115. If they had 
to choose, it might be 95-100, to leave room for the probability, as they see it, 
that Luke knew Josephus (BC 2.358-59). These are by no means unusual 
views, and this caution with which opinions are expressed on a controverted 
matter is commendable, the point is that these matters are seen as ‘subsidiary’. 
47 C.W. Emmet, ‘The Case for the Tradition. The Paul of Acts and the Paul of 
the Epistles’, BC 2.265-97; H. Windisch, ‘The Case against Tradition’, ibid., 
pp. 298-348. 
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of the pre-war debate where Windisch does not, and the editorial 
conclusion does not pick up this crux. 

None of this is intended as a devaluation of the great achievement 
of BC. It is meant rather to illustrate the occasional dangers of 
giving definitive status to a work which is not exempt from the dis- 
abilities and limitations perhaps inherent in its time and circum- 
stances. It reflects something of a division from pre-war scholarship 
and between English and German-speaking scholarship. It also 
stands between the strong classical background tradition of the older 
British work and the increasing availability of inscriptional texts 
later, between the critical application of limited materials to the task 
of exegesis by a Lightfoot and the frequent neglect of the fruits of 
more abundant later investigations by a later scholarship more spe- 
cialized in its theological interests. It is sometimes necessary to 
return to Lightfoot or Hort or Ramsay for the starting-point of a de- 
bate which has been prematurely closed by a generalized reformula- 
tion in the post-1918 period and was never re-examined in the light 
of more recent work in areas such as Greek epigraphy.48 

Without attempting to trace subsequent developments in detail, 
we might add a mere postscript to bring up to date some account of 
the tensions indicated here over the validity of historical study. The 
survey of scholarship in Haenchen's introduction is admirably 
learned. It is also, however, almost exclusively German in orienta- 
tion. His entire account of British work is contained in a few lines. He 
names Samuel Davidson and W.R. Cassels as Baur's only followers 
in England; and J.B. Lightfoot as an opponent of the Tubingen 
theories, and he mentions Hobart as taken up by Harnack. The only 
British scholar whose own views he describes (in two lines) is the 
eighteenth century divine Edward Evanson, who denied the authen- 
ticity of Romans because it conflicted with Acts.49 The difference of 
content between Haenchen and Gasque is remarkable, and their 
evaluations of the same scholars strongly opposed. Though Gasque 


48 A striking case is Lake's erroneous denial of a usage accepted by Lightfoot 
and Ramsay alike, and abundantly vindicated by the texts. See JTS n.s. 27 
(1976), pp. 122-26; cf. JTS 28 (1977), pp. 99-101. Again the point is of immediate 
importance as having entered into the debate over the relationship of Acts 
with Galatians. Cf. the recurrence of a similar pattern elsewhere: ExpT 89 
(1977-78), pp. 239-43, returning to Hort; JSNT 22 (1984), pp. 81-94, to Lightfoot, 
and JTS 26 (1975), pp. 100-111, to James Smith. 

49 For Hobart see Haenchen, Acts, p. 31 = Apostelgeschichte p. 29; for the 
others Acts, p. 22 (= p. 20). These references in toto occupy about six lines 
out of twenty pages devoted to the period. Haenchen's discussion of Harnack 
is almost all on his work as a source-critic of Acts. 
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takes full account of German work, he does not mention the scholar 
(Paul Wendland) whom Haenchen thinks to have produced perhaps 
the best thing written on Acts before 1914,50 and Haenchen does not 
mention Ramsay, of whom Gasque thinks perhaps most highly.5! 
Wide diversities of judgment are acceptable, of course, but it is a pity 
if the scholarly tradition of another nation is dismissed virtually 
unheard as though in essence radically uncritical. Without wishing to 
set British scholarship against German, we must insist once more on 
the legitimacy of taking up the threads of an interrupted argument 
against those who declare the question closed. In insisting afresh on 
historical study we want to be led by the evidence, and that has al- 
ways seemed characteristic of the best scholarship. 

The seminal contributions of Martin Dibelius,52 Hans Conzel- 
mann°53 and Ernst Haenchen,>4 which refocused attention on ‘Luke 
the theologian’ and either explicitly or implicitly promoted a 
historical scepticism have been partly countered on the exegetical 
and theological side, notably in the recent work of I. Howard 


50 Haenchen Acts, pp. 32-33 (= Apostelgeschichte, pp. 30-31), citing P. 
Wendland, ‘Apostelgeschichten’, Die Urchristlichen Literaturformen, 2nd 
and 3rd edn (Ttibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 2nd and 3rd edn [sic] 1912), pp. 314-42. 

51 Haenchen does of course mention (and contradict) Ramsay many times in 
his actual commentary. The neglect or disparagement of Ramsay in German 
scholarship has been commented on many times, e.g. Bruce, Acts p. viii; S. 
Neill, The Interpretation of the New Testament 1861-1961 (London: OUP, 
1964), p. 145 n. 2; W.W. Gasque, Sir William M. Ramsay, Archaeologist and 
New Testament Scholar (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1966), p. 10, and 
elsewhere. For a reaction to this recurring criticism see W.G. Kimmel, The 
New Testament. The History of the Investigation of its Problems, tr. S. McL. 
Gilmour and H.C. Kee (London: SCM, 1973) from the 2nd German edn (1970), 
p. 438, n. 287: ‘Ramsay's apologetic analysis of archaeology signifies no 
methodologically essential advance for New Testament research. Therefore 
Ramsay is missing from the second edition of this book as well ... One can 
regard this judgment of mine as in error, but it is beside the point to regard 
this as a characteristic example of German scholarship’. Kiimmel's account of 
Ramsay may be thought to say more about Kiimmel than about Ramsay. 

52 M. Dibelius, Aufsitze zur Apostelgeschichte (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1951); ET Studies in the Acts of the Apostles, tr. M. Ling and Paul 
Schubert (London: SCM, 1956). 

53 H. Conzelmann, Die Mitte der Zeit (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1954); ET The 
Theology of St Luke, tr. G. Buswell (London: Faber and Faber, 1960); Die 
Apostelgeschichte (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1963). 

+4 E. Haenchen, Die Apostelgeschichte, 6th edn, = Meyers Kritisch-exege- 
tischer Kommentar (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 15th edn, 1968); 
ET The Acts of the Apostles. A Commentary tr. B. Noble et al. from the 
5th/14th German edn (Oxford: Blackwell, 1971). 
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Marshall.55 The historical question remains unsettled. The most 
thorough work is still that of F.F. Bruce which, however, 
antedates the debate provoked by Haenchen. Martin Hengel, in the 
Preface to his recent book on Acts, writes: 
Two things, above all, concern me. First, to question the radical histori- 
cal scepticism which is so widespread in a number of areas within 
German scholarship; this scepticism is often coupled with flights of 
imagination which suggest a retreat from any historical research worth 
taking seriously. Secondly, however, I am no less vigorously opposed 
to the primitive ostracism of historical— and that always means cri- 
tical— methods, without which neither historical nor theological 
understanding of the New Testament is possible. It is remarkable how 
closely the two extremes can converge in this “flight from history”, no 
matter what the reasons for it may be.57 
Hengel's book will provide much material for closer assessment in 
the course of our study.58 The fact that it marks a vigorous reaction 
against prevailing trends in scholarship is not a fact to be simplisti- 
cally abused to urge a more traditional viewpoint. Yet its appeal is 
profoundly salutary as a sharp corrective to an over-specialization 
which has too often discounted the balanced study of context.59 
Hengel pursues his theme in his latest book: 
The destructive scepticism, a particular feature of the modern world, 
which works in a predominantly analytical way, often ultimately ends 
up, not by furthering real historical understanding but by making it 
impossible. It is striking here that in particular those authors who 
apply radical criticism to early Christian narrators like Mark or Luke 
and who shred up the two letters to the Corinthians into ten or more 
parts often invent facts of their own which have no basis whatever in 
the sources and indeed go directly against them. Despite the anxiety of 
fundamentalists we cannot and should not refrain from the consistent 
application of historical methods (using German jargon one can also 


55 ].H. Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian (Exeter: Paternoster, 1970); 
The Acts of the Apostles. An Introduction and Commentary (Leicester: IVP, 
1980); See also The Gospel of Luke: A Commentary on the Greek Text (Grand 
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978). 

56 F.F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles (London: Tyndale, 2nd edn 1952); 
Commentary on the Book of the Acts (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1956). 

57 M. Hengel, Acts and the History of Earliest Christianity (London: SCM, 
1979), tr. by J. Bowden from Zur urchristlichen Geschichtsschreibung (Stutt- 
gart: Calwer Verlag, 1979), p. vii. 

58 Cf. my review of Hengel in Themelios n.s. 6.1 (Sept. 1980), pp. 26-27. 

59 Cf. Hengel's words: ‘Unfortunately, theologians today increasingly lack 
historical knowledge and an interest in history, and above all are too ignorant 
of the legacy of the past, whether of the Old Testament and Judaism, or of 
Graeco-Roman antiquity’ (Acts, p. viii). 
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call them “historical-critical” methods), but [from] the widespread 
combination of radical critical attitudes and extravagant (-critical) 
methods.60 
He concludes, 

We are concerned only with the truth, theological and historical. The 
truth is our sole obligation; we have to seek it and present it, and in the 
end it will prevail against all our conjectures, all our desires to be right, 
our imaginative constructions and our anxiety.61 


3. The Objections to an Attempt to Reopen the Question 


The preceding survey will serve for the moment as the barest 
background for meeting objections to the need for this study. (1) It 
may be objected that theological interpretation and not mere anti- 
quarian interest should lie at the heart of Actaforschung, that the 
historical questions have been sufficiently settled, and modern study 
has moved beyond the need to be so preoccupied with them. (2) It 
may also be objected that the solution to the question of historicity, 
which, according to the first objection, has little significance in itself, 
is merely a matter of taking up a mediating position between Haen- 
chen and Marshall. In other words, according to this view one must 
steer a middle course between studies which have said virtually 
everything that can be said. 

In answer to the first objection, it is necessary to reaffirm the 
validity and great importance of our topic. The antithesis between 
theological interpretation and antiquarianism is falsely drawn; in- 
deed, history and theology are closely bonded, and the nature of their 
relationship must be explored. 

The solution, in reply to the second objection, is not likely to be an 
intermediate point as if between extremes that lie on the same linear 
scale,2 but involves the choice between radically different kinds of 


60 Hengel, Between Jesus and Paul. Studies in the Earliest History of Chris- 
tianity (London: SCM, 1983) tr. by J. Bowden from six articles published in 
German, p. xiv. I have cited these passages at some length, without omis- 
sions, as I wish to present the balance and context of Hengel's remarks fully. 
61 Ibid., p. xv. 

62 For example, in the opening chapter of his book on Pauline chronology, 
Robert Jewett aims to steer a middle course between the harmonizer and the 
sceptic in his treatment of Acts. In the event he tends to be eclectic in using it. 
As a rule Jewett is sceptical where he suspects redactional manipulation by 
Luke or where the material conflicts with the evidence of the Epistles (e.g. pp. 
21, 24). As one discerning reviewer puts it, There are times when the author 
seems to pick and choose the evidence in Acts which he terms reliable in 
order that later on it may fit into his theory’. R. Jewett, Dating Paul's Life 
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approach. Either may arguably be related to a conception of the 
weight of the evidence, where a mediating view will not necessarily 
cohere with either reading of the case. 

This is not to advocate a simplistic confrontation. The alternatives 
may not be simple or monolithic: there may, and probably will, be 
many side issues, much need for qualification, many questions which 
are not predictably aligned with opposing stances. It may even be 
that the truth is found to lie significantly between poles of opinion, 
but if so it must be because the evidence points that way, not because 
there is necessarily a critical virtue in splitting the difference. When 
all such allowances are made, we may reasonably ask whether the 
narrative of Acts is essentially reliable or essentially unreliable, and 
expect to get an answer. We are not claiming to resolve all the prob- 
lems from any one standpoint. The inquiry is overlaid with conflicts 
of presupposition and approach which may forbid a simply quanti- 
fied solution. The answer is contained rather in working through a 
complex series of interrelated choices. Our concern is to invoke and 
apply the evidence openly available in the effort to resolve the dead- 
lock, to find ground on which communication and discrimination 
become possible. 

It is a recurring motif of contemporary scholarship to stress that 
the evidence of the Epistles is ‘primary’ for Paul, and that of Acts 
‘secondary’. Paul's own evidence is intrinsically ‘superior’ .63 The 
trustworthiness of Acts is thus made the subject of a value judgment 
upon comparative, rather than internal, grounds. The use and the 
non-use of Acts as a source are treated like transitional or sceptical 
poles, where a partial, or eclectic, or qualified, or subordinate, use is 
made to seem the scholarly mean. The designation of Acts as 
‘secondary’ is formally valid, but this does not answer the separate 
question of its trustworthiness as a source. Is Acts, ‘secondary’ as it 
is, trustworthy or not? ‘Primary’ sources themselves are not exempt 
from error either, and certainly not from Tendenz.64 Until we re- 
examine the evidence specifically, the range of possible options 
remains open. 

There may be a further objection made to attempts to re-open the 
question, and this attempt in particular, in that such a study is 
(London: SCM, 1979) = The Chronology of Paul’s Life (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1979), pp. 7-8. We have cited the review by E. Best in SJT 33 (1980), p. 
488. See also the extended review by J.W. Drane in JSNT 9 (1980), pp. 70-75. 

63 Jewett's term, Dating Paul's Life, pp. 22-24 and passim. The distinction is 
characteristically developed in J. Knox, Chapters in a Life of Paul (London: A. 
& C. Black, 1954), and has become a commonplace. 

64 Obvious ancient examples, posing different kinds of critical problems are 
Caesar's Gallic War and Civil War and the Res Gestae of Augustus. 
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rendered predictable by the presuppositions of the author. Presup- 
position is a difficult and delicate topic. It is good to seek for a 
balanced historical study whose validity is not unnecessarily 
conditioned by presupposition. Yet none of us is free from 
presupposition, and it may be better for sound scholarship to allow 
for the fact than to pretend to a pseudo-objectivity belied in practice. 

The impact of presupposition upon such a study as the present 
may be subtle and complex. It is deeply involved even in the concept 
of history itself. The word ‘history’ may be used in multiple senses, 
often covering hidden variations of understanding. First there is the 
obvious distinction between ‘what actually happened’ and the inter- 
preted, selective account of what happened, between Historie and 
Geschichte. Another tension is seen in the different practical con- 
ceptions of historical criticism and methods held by scholars in dif- 
ferent disciplines. Thus theologians and ancient historians often dis- 
play surprisingly diverse patterns of credulity and scepticism in their 
treatment of the Gospels or Acts. Both groups insist that they are 
practising historical criticism, but they ask different kinds of ques- 
tions proceeding from a different presuppositional matrix in each 
discipline. A third level of possible difference is in presuppositional 
confusions in the use of words in different languages. Thus Albert 
Schweitzer's use of the phrase ‘the historical Jesus’ strikes a British 
reader strangely, because it brings together the notions ‘Jesus as he 
actually was’ and ‘a non-supernatural Jesus’ in a unitary concept.®” 
The British reader may accept the Enlightenment tradition of 
thought in which Schweitzer stands, but his or her normal use of the 
word ‘historical’ will not carry this implication, and there is thus the 
need to argue what has passed as axiomatic for the German. 

This last tension leads us into the very sensitive matter of the 
supernatural in a narrative which purports to be historical. This is a 
topic on which presuppositions are quite important. Marshall has 
noted three main points of view on this problem: (1) categorical 
denial of the possibility of miraculous events; (2) the separation of 


65 Cf. Marshall, Luke p. 21. 

6 This difference is well seen by comparing reviews of the same books in 
journals of theology and of ancient history. For an example outside the sensi- 
tive NT area see the widely diverse brief reviews of the Otto Michel Fest- 
schrift, Josephus-Studien, ed. O. Betz et al.; by W. Horbury in JTS 28 (1977), 
pp. 136-38; C. Rogers in JETS 19 (1976), pp. 253-54; and T. Rajak in JRS 67 
(1977), pp. 241-42. The last is especially instructive. 

67 A. Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus. A Critical Study of its 
Progress from Reimarus to Wrede, (ET London: A. & C. Black, 2nd edn, 
1911), passim. 
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what a man believes qua believer from the rigorous naturalism re- 
quired of him qua historian; (3) the attitude that history may take 
account at least of the possibility of supernatural events.68 Quite 
clearly, the third option is a position from which the fundamental 
questions of debate remain open, and from which mind and heart are 
not divided by an unreasonable dichotomy. Presupposition in such a 
study as the present one may keep a relatively low profile. Much of 
the work in this study will be concerned with the presentation and 
assessment of details as a check upon conflicting hypotheses. The 
validity of such arguments will hinge more upon care, accuracy and 
fairness than upon extensive personal hypotheses, and we shall 
strive for the most objective evaluations possible in the awareness of 
the dangers of tendentiousness. Conversely, conviction is a stimulus 
to research. The issues are important, and it will not be enough to 
look for the means of proving a preconception. One can afford to 
consider all sides of the argument. 

Yet the subject of presupposition remains a very delicate one. We 
must face the extreme complexity of its variations, its rooting in the 
varying approaches of different disciplines no less than the lingering 
sense of parti pris dividing opposite theological stances. One is 
sometimes made to feel that a scholar's views are predictable, 
because they accord with a personal approach exhibited elsewhere in 
his or her work. It is easy for a writer with a minority viewpoint to 
seem defensive and polemical, to indulge in special pleading which 
seeks standing by denial of the commoner trend. In the case of Acts, it 
is probably true to say that the minority position today is in line with 
the development of directions in criticism which have been norma- 
tive in the longer perspective of the history of scholarship; further, 
that the trend away from them is not due to decisive progress, but to 
the truncating of an unresolved debate by a shift of interest. This 
minority view has a very respectable pedigree. It may need to wina 
hearing from an unsympathetic environment, but it has no need to be 
unwarrantably defensive. It may well argue that the opposite view is 
equally predictable, that it has so far shifted the balance of argument 
off-centre in one direction that a corrective must be no less predic- 
table in the other.6? And it is by no means clear that an appropriate 
degree of predictability is necessarily a scholarly vice in either party, 
if it interacts with the coherent reading of alternatives. 

There is a related tension over what we really mean by historicity. 


68 Marshall, Luke, pp. 28-32. 

69 Cf. CJ. Hemer, FTh 108 (1981), p. 181, in review of Marshall's Acts. 
While a conservative is often labeled as ‘predictably apologetic’, the liberal is 
called ‘consistently critical’. 
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As we have said, historicity and theological significance are some- 
times made, in practice if not in theory, into mutually exclusive alter- 
natives. But the question ‘history or theology’ is answerable in 
various ways. The nature of historicity will be discussed in more 
detail below. Here we may note simply that presupposition may be 
involved in our expectations of an ostensibly historical narrative. It 
is possible for instance to lay down unrealistically rigid pre-con- 
ditions for acceptance of an account as historical. Some theological 
writers make an exaggerated antithesis between ‘pure history’ and 
interpretation.70 But none of our sources, even for undisputed mat- 
ters in more recent secular history, is ‘pure history’ in the sense 
sometimes desired. The presuppositional factor necessarily exists in 
our sources as in ourselves, and neither we nor our sources are ne- 
cessarily the worse for that fact. That is integral to the essential task 
of historical research. It ought to provoke caution, but not despair. It 
is right to express uncertainty where appropriate, but non liquet is 
not synonymous with nego. To be over-demanding of evidence is to 
carry scepticism too far, and could issue in an irrationalism which if 
applied logically rather than selectively could destroy the basis of 
knowledge in areas far beyond our present concern. 

There is quite simply a potential difference of expectation akin to 
that of calling a cup ‘half-full’ or ‘half-empty’. Conclusions may 
easily become implicit in the questions asked. This strikes the reader 
forcibly in Dibelius, whose questions, however acute, seem selective 
and latently presuppositional.”! Yet an alternative may as easily be- 
come open to the same objection, and communication is broken. In 
any case we are not thinking of a simple division between Dibelius 
and an unthinking traditionalism; the debate is multiform. There 
seem to be two safeguards against the problem posed by presupposi- 
tionally preselected questions: (1) that we seek balance by addressing 
a broader compendium of the facts of the subject, including those 
commonplaces of critical introduction whose answers are often 
taken for granted; (2) that we seek, and wrestle with the application 
of, independently verifiable evidences, matters of context which we 
cannot readily dispute but which may occasionally give a foothold 


70 For a recent example see J.K. Elliott, Questioning Christian Origins (Lon- 
don: SCM, 1982), pp. 2, 87, 94. He opposes the concepts of history and theology 
many times (pp. 2, 4, 5, 14, 16, etc.). His skill in handling his texts does not 
dispel the unease occasioned by the pervasiveness of his polarizations. 

71 Thus Dibelius' development of ‘style criticism’ arises directly from the dif- 
ficulty of applying a strictly ‘form-critical’ analysis to the book of Acts, and 
carries over the presuppositions and questions of form criticism (‘Style Criti- 
cism of the Book of Acts’, Studies, pp. 1-25). 
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for discrimination. 

The profile of the question is still apt to be affected by the influence 
of presupposition on method. It is difficult to prove a negative. It is 
also difficult to establish a positive by the use of parallels unless their 
context, significance and application are very carefully controlled. If 
our aim is to look either for corroboration or for conflict of evidence, 
we shall probably find it too easy to find what we seek, at least to suit 
our own case. It can be easy to find what we are looking for. If 
however text and ostensible context interlock unobtrusively at a 
variety of levels and cast further light elsewhere, this complex of 
positive indications becomes increasingly suggestive. Conversely, an 
obstinate pattern of non-correlation would point increasingly to a 
negative conclusion. But we must avoid the simplistic conclusions 
often drawn on both sides upon inadequate grounds. 


4. The Importance of Historicity 
(a) Historicity and Our Knowledge of Paul 


Can we in any degree use any of the evidence of Acts for our under- 
standing of the ‘historical Paul’? Many scholars will answer ‘no’, for 
the Epistles alone constitute our ‘primary’ evidence. From this per- 
spective those who do use Acts may seem uncritical defenders of a 
traditional status quo, holding to a presuppositional view in the face 
of modern scholarship. We need somehow to take the tension out of 
this suggestion of parti pris. But the rejection of the evidence of Acts 
is arguably presuppositional itself. In either case presupposition may 
be influencing opinion, if not controlling it. And in either case the 
safeguard against the damaging effects of hidden or unconsidered 
presupposition is open scrutiny of the credentials of the evidence. 
The present issue is the extent of the evidential base for our 
knowledge of Paul. The argument may run that caution dictates that 
we use only that which we can affirm by general consent to be 
authentically Pauline. We may personally wish to accept more, but 
we are not entitled to go beyond the minimal base in the ‘primary’ 
evidence. Such a method will give us what is undeniably Pauline, but 
if the base is too narrow it will not necessarily give us what is 
typically Pauline. If we want to know whether it is indisputably 
attested that Paul taught X, it will be our aim to demonstrate X’s 
presence in the Hauptbriefe, for nearly all scholars accept their 
authenticity. But if we want to know whether X is characteristic of 
Pauline thought, we have to wrestle with the extent of our evidential 
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base, to ask and attempt to answer the question of what is typically 
Pauline. Only when we have made some effort to settle that can we 
relate X to it without the danger of distortion. 

There are not sufficient materials in a small number of letters to 
infer an adequate outline of the course of Paul's career. And without 
such an outline it is doubtful whether we have any stable frame of 
reference for the study of development in his thought. The study is at 
best hazardous, for our sources are occasional and unsystematic, 
giving little foothold to the attempt to establish in each a coherent 
pattern of Paul's thought. But if we are brought in danger of having 
to argue date from development and development from date, this 
may become a circle tenuously grounded anywhere. Yet we have in 
Acts what purports to be a framework. There may be many diffi- 
culties and dangers in using it, but we cannot avoid evaluating them. 
We must decide only after closer study whether and how to use Acts. 

There are two essential alternatives involving different concep- 
tions of the evidence and carrying different implications. If we are 
persuaded that Acts is essentially reliable, we shall probably feel jus- 
tified in using its evidence, with whatever caution, at something near 
its face value. When we test our ground carefully, using Acts freely if 
critically, the question of possible correlation with the Epistles, with 
externally attested dates, positive or negative, is enhanced. It will at 
least be a live option to test whether the evidence of Acts and Epistles 
for Paul's life are broadly in accord. If, on the other hand, we are 
persuaded that the narrative of Acts has been heavily manipulated by 
the dictates of Lukan theology, we shall not be able to use it straight- 
forwardly. If we refuse to use Acts, we can know relatively little of 
Paul. We have his occasional teaching and self-disclosures set in a 
contextual vacuum because we have no consensus about the authen- 
ticity, representativeness or developmental sequence of the docu- 
ments. This implication may be disguised by the tendency to build 
over-elaborately on narrow foundations. 

The operation of this danger may be seen in the work of Knox. In 
successive studies of Pauline chronology he refocused and developed 
his ground, but held to his basic principle of using only the primary 
evidence of the Epistles as basic sources.”2 The viability of his scheme 
hinges primarily on his unconvincing equation of the fourteen-year 
periods of Gal. 2:1 and 2 Cor. 12:2. This is the starting point of his 
earlier article, but in his book he virtually abandons it in the face of 
critical objections (p. 78 n), while elaborating the chronology it 
72 J. Knox, ‘Fourteen Years Later: A Note on the Pauline Chronology’, Jour- 


nal of Religion 16 (1936), pp. 341-49; ‘The Pauline Chronology’, JBL 58 (1939), 
pp. 15-29; Chapters in a Life of Paul (1954). 
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prompted.73 He has in fact to compound inferences from what 
seems to be no more than accidental coincidence in epistles of argu- 
ably different date and ostensibly referring to different periods of 
Paul's life, and is led by this to discount the apparent correlation of 
Acts with the independent evidence of the Gallio inscription. 

The limitation of Acts is not so much that it is historically 
questionable as that Luke did not appreciate and understand Pauline 
thought, and preferred to impose his own redactional theology upon 
it. He does not tell us what we want to know. There is a somewhat 
similar, if more severe, problem with Socrates, for Xenophon did not 
understand Socratic thought and Plato redacted it into Platonic 
thought. Is the ‘historical Socrates’ unknowable? More important, is 
his thought irrecoverable? If we demand an inappropriate measure 
of objectivity and perception in our sources, perhaps yes; but if we 
will wrestle with their difficulties, no. There is actually an impor- 
tance in the fact of different perceptions. We need to make the fullest 
examination of Plato, Xenophon and Aristophanes. The different im- 
pact Socrates made on these three is a datum of the problem. Even if 
we decide upon reflection to reject the portrait in Clouds we need to 
explain why Aristophanes got it wrong. Again, it is commonplace to 
draw attention to the importance of Qumran for understanding the 
variety in first century Judaism. It was inevitable, while the range of 
evidence was more limited, that scholars read the Pharisaic Judaism 
of the Gospels through spectacles tinted retrospectively by the 
Rabbis, and assumed that the resulting picture was more represen- 
tative and monolithic than we now know it to have been.74 We may 
be unsettled by this confusing dispersal of our focused picture, but we 
are better and less one-sidedly informed. 

The evidence of Acts, then, must be heard and debated. We may 
decide that it is a bad source, but such a judgment ought to come at 
the end of the study, not at the beginning. If we decide it is good, we 
are offered the option of a larger, contextually-based understanding 
of Paul. While paying due regard to factors like redaction, we are 
committed to an alternative approach, and experimental methods, 
with the possibility of a radically different base for the knowledge of 
Paul. If there is a prospect of fruitful interlocking of Acts and 
Epistles in the first century context, this is crucial for determining the 
place of Paul in Christian origins. 


73 See esp. G. Ogg, ‘A New Chronology of Saint Paul's Life’ ExpT 64 (1952- 
53), pp. 120-23; cf. C.J. Hemer, ‘Observations on Pauline Chronology’, Pauline 
Studies Bruce, pp. 3-18, esp. pp. 9, 17n. 

74 Thus G.F. Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian Era, 3 
vols. (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1927-1930). 
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(b) Historicity and Our Knowledge of Christian Origins 


But yet more far-reaching options are implicit in the view we take of 
Acts. It is in some respects the book central to the historical problem 
of the entire New Testament.’5 It is widely agreed that the Third 
Gospel and Acts share common authorship, whatever be thought of 
the character and identity of the author. The importance of this point 
is usually stressed from the perspective of seeking a common Lukan 
theology. But it is equally crucial from the standpoint of the historical 
question. The Third Gospel is one of the Synoptics, and so one of our 
basic sources for the ‘historical Jesus’— if we can in any degree 
accept its ostensible testimony. Acts purports, among much else, to 
give some outline of the ‘historical Paul’, and again we have the 
rudiments of a ‘synoptic’ problem, whether the ostensible outline can 
be related to the occasions of the Epistles. And the two parts together 
present a virtually continuous narrative with characters as central as 
Peter common to both. In the context of ‘Lukan’ studies it becomes 
relevant to explore the factor of a common style and method uniting 
two writings of evidently differing genre which present some diverse 
critical problems. It seems difficult, for instance, for G.A. Wells to 
combine the ideas of a non-historical Jesus and an historical Paul 
while admitting the common authorship of a consecutive narrative 
without a lapse of time between the events of the two parts.76 
Luke-Acts then together provide a narrative ostensibly joining 
Jesus with Paul. The double work is unique in the New Testament in 
linking some of the events with Roman emperors and other persons 
and details known to secular history. The fact that some of the pas- 
sages involved, notably the Nativity story, pose acute difficulties is 
not the point here. The apparent correlations exist, and therefore 
give a foothold to historical criticism. And here Acts, and the latter 
half of Acts in particular, is the key. There is a better prospect for his- 
torical criticism to work from Acts to Luke than from Luke to Acts. In 
particular, it may be easier to date Luke from Acts than Acts from 
Luke. From this significant viewpoint Acts is the best point of ap- 
proach to the Synoptics-Acts-Paul complex of documents. I am not 


75 | develop here some of the ideas adumbrated in my paper ‘Luke the His- 
torian’, BJRL 60 (1977-78), pp. 28-51. 

76 G.A. Wells, ‘Can Luke Save Jesus?’ New Humanist 93 (1977), pp. 108-10; 
‘Paul and Luke: Epistles and Acts: An Aspect of J.A.T. Robinson's Redating 
the New Testament’, Question 11 (June 1978), pp. 80-105. Wells pays little 
regard to Acts in his books The Jesus of the Early Christians (London: Pem- 
berton Books, 1971) and Did Jesus Exist? (London: Elek/Pemberton, 1975). 
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denying that this proposition is beset with formidable difficulties. 
Fundamental questions of source, genre, and redaction are immedi- 
ately raised, and it will be part of our task to consider them. 

If however our quest leads to acceptance of a considerable his- 
torical value in Acts, the consequences are far-reaching. If we set 
aside for the moment the pressure engendered by recent scholarly 
trends, we find that a surprisingly large number of the most eminent 
names in Actaforschung have maintained an early dating of the 
book and authorship by a companion of Paul, traditionally the physi- 
cian Luke. These traditional views are not necessarily intimations of 
historicity, but they may tell strongly against some of the grounds on 
which historicity has often been denied. The supposition of extensive 
traditio-historical and redaction-historical developments requires 
some considerable lapse of time. The contrary supposition of a rela- 
tively early date straitens the conditions under which the resulting 
narrative has been produced. If the author were a contemporary, at 
least of the events at the end of Acts, writing to contemporaries, this 
places other constraints upon the kind of work he is likely to have 
written. None of this simplistically answers the historicity question, 
but it raises the need for alternative formulations. The hypothesis of 
an early date is commonly excluded by the insistence on a post-70 
dating of the Third Gospel, based especially on the Lukan redaction 
of Luke 21:20-24. This complication too will be considered in its place 
below (See chapter 9 below). It will suffice here to note two ways in 
which this problem has been treated by those who persist in holding 
to a pre-70 date of Acts: either they think that Acts follows a proto- 
Luke and actually antedates the Third Gospel as we possess it, or 
they challenge the grounds on which a dogma is made of the post-70 
date of Luke. Despite currently prevailing trends, there is a consider- 
able, and often recent, literature in favour of both positions, and the 
latter is reinforced by an important article of C-H. Dodd, though he 
was not concerned to advocate an early dating of Luke-Acts.7” 

If anything on these lines poses even a viable option, we are con- 
fronted with the need to examine radical alternatives. Insofar as 
there is any approach to a consensus about a synthesis on Christian 
origins, based upon an often shifting ‘critical orthodoxy’, it often in- 
volves the assumption that many of the documents must be exten- 
sively reinterpreted to unravel the deleterious effects of redaction in 
the early church. We are not concerned to deny the subjective factor 


77 C.H. Dodd, ‘The Fall of Jerusalem and the “Abomination of Desolation”, 
]RS 37 (1947), pp. 47-54, reprinted in his More New Testament Studies 
(Manchester University Press, 1968), pp. 69-83. 
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in a writer— to allow for that is one of the necessary tasks in as- 
sessing any historical source. But a synthesis largely dependent on a 
fundamental re-reading of many of its sources is liable to compound 
uncertainties. It even risks reflecting and intensifying dominant ideas 
in the mind of the critic, who may be tempted to harmonize the an- 
cient evidence into a pattern dictated by one's own Vorverstandnis. 
It is more difficult than we suppose to read the mind of an ancient 
writer from a different cultural context, unless at least we begin by 
taking straightforwardly what we are told at its ostensible face- 
value as a datum. If it proves impossible to make progress towards a 
coherent solution from a cautiously critical reading of the ostensible 
evidence, there will be time enough to experiment with more radical 
reconstruction. But if we are reduced to such straits, we should re- 
cognize the speculativeness of the exercise. It amounts to saying that 
we can really know with confidence relatively little of Paul or of 
Christian origins— or for that matter of Augustus or of Nero. An un- 
easy fluctuation between scepticism and speculation could be the 
death of the very critical rationality we value. It may be objected that 
we are already in this situation because the ostensible evidence can- 
not be reconciled, that Acts and Epistles conflict. But that is just the 
question at issue. Those who use a narrow evidential base and reject 
Acts have not argued their case so much as assumed it. And it is pre- 
cisely our purpose to examine whether that assumption is correct. 

Traditional and reconstructed accounts of Christian origins are 
not, on this view, extremes to be modified, but largely arise from 
alternative methods of treating the evidence. There is not necessarily 
a moderate and scholarly mean to be found somewhere between 
them, because it is not that kind of question. 

The point ultimately at stake then in the debate we have outlined 
is the type of account we can give of the genesis of Christianity, a 
matter of the highest importance, even beyond the confines of tech- 
nical theology. If the documents stand together at something near 
their traditional value, the consequences are profound. In any case 
the questions raised are fundamental for Christian theology, because 
the application of Christian theology to the modern world hinges 
upon our conception of the credentials and interpretation of the 
foundational documents and the nature of their relevance. Our sub- 
ject necessarily involves a wide spectrum of New Testament debate. 


(c) The Pastoral Dimension of the Historicity Question 


There is a further tension between the different perspectives of scho- 
larship and the laity. Our present discussion is directed exclusively to 
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the scholarly issue, but to say that is not to disclaim concern with the 
pastoral dimension of the problem. Our theme is certainly important 
from the layperson's perspective, though the questions and diffi- 
culties in this sphere are different from those of the scholar. The ob- 
jective of scholarly inquiry is the truth, and the truth can and must be 
responsibly communicable to different audiences. The level and con- 
tent of the exposition will be conditioned by the audience, but that 
exposition must be representatively excerpted with integrity from a 
considered view of the truth of the total picture, in this case of a ba- 
lanced overall view of Acts. From such a view the historical compo- 
nent is indispensable. It is specifically necessary to meet the naive 
historical question of the layperson who wants to know ‘if it really 
happened’. The kind of answer we give on that question is insepa- 
rable from the kind of theological teaching we can give about the 
book. Occasionally one sees a divorce between what people hold 
academically and what they preach. The preacher may indeed feel a 
deep tension here, and believe existentially more than can be justified 
intellectually. It is certainly right to exercise a proper academic cau- 
tion. But if the two levels are at odds, there is a serious issue of truth 
at stake. Our teachings in different contexts ought to be of one piece, 
and none the less so if we are frank in both to confess what we do not 
know and what we cannot prove. 

It may be objected that this opens the door to an opposite danger, 
that of making popular acceptability govern our notion of scholarly 
truth, to simplify and conform what is really exceedingly difficult, 
even to produce a facile and undisturbing apologetic which uses the 
profession of caution and ignorance to hide from the difficulties. The 
danger may be acknowledged: it is one more stimulus to the wish to 
strike a responsible balance, with the focus squarely upon seeking the 
truth. I am sometimes more impressed with a different phenomenon, 
with the layperson’s frustration when the scholar will not answer a 
naive question. This question may be badly formulated. It may be 
necessary to locate the substance of the difficulty rather than respond 
literalistically to the original wording. But often scholars are prone 
to think they ought not to have that difficulty, and transpose the lay 
query into the scholarly perspective, and give a sugared dose of un- 
applied scholarly thinking. 

Perhaps we ought to be worried when the naive question throws 
us, even after we have cleared up confusions of thought in its formu- 
lation. ‘Is Acts historically trustworthy?’ ‘Does it matter if it is histor- 
ically trustworthy?’ These are naive questions which may have far- 
reaching importance for the layperson who wants to know what 
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theological belief they may reasonably accept. Their questions ought 
to be answered. They will probably respect a reasoned reply drawing 
on a scholarly background, and it will naturally be right to be fair 
about the limits of our expertise. They may not appreciate being 
forced on to alien ground, with perhaps a dismissive (and even sus- 
pect) general judgment on the matter that really troubles them. 

It may seem improper to invoke this application in an academic 
study. But this is certainly an important factor in the significance of 
our theme. Scholarship should not lower its standards to accommo- 
date itself to popular consumption. But it is concerned, whether it 
will or not, with issues of fundamental interest to a much wider 
spectrum of thinking people. 


(d) Historicity as a Theological Crux 


We have mentioned the antithesis often drawn between the impor- 
tance of theological interpretation and the relative unimportance of 
‘antiquarian detail’. This contrast is sometimes so embedded in our 
way of thinking that it is hard to insist that it is misleading. Marshall 
has argued convincingly that history and theology go together, that 
Luke makes his case in part through the narrative of events.”8 The 
nature of that relationship clearly needs further study. For the pre- 
sent, we are concerned to stress the basic point that the relationship 
exists. The thing may be put simply by saying that it is integral to 
Luke's manner to argue ‘This happened: therefore ...” While his pre- 
face contains some problems of interpretation, he ostensibly declares 
his purpose to be that Theophilus may know the doddeva of the 
teachings in which he has been instructed from one who has followed 
the events dxpiBds from the beginning.79 

An important recent study by A.A. Trites examines the motif of 
‘witness’ in the New Testament.80 He finds Luke-Acts and John to 
lay great theological significance on bearing testimony. ‘For both 
writers the significance of witness lies in its ability to induce faith’ (p. 
128). This point accords with the declared purpose of the Fourth 
Evangelist in John 20:31, another much debated passage. Trites in- 
sists upon the sustained juridical character of the Fourth Gospel. The 
‘signs’ have evidential value: the details of John 19:34-35 provide 
evidence that Jesus was a real man and that he really died (p. 85). 


78 Marshall, Luke: Historian and Theologian, Chapter 2, esp. pp. 44-52. 

79 In this paraphrase of Luke 1:1 I take dxpiBas with mapnKoAovénkéTt, not with 
ypaipar. 

80 A.A. Trites, The New Testament Concept of Witness (SNTS Monograph 
No. 31) (CUP, 1977). Cf. e.g. Marshall, Luke pp. 41-44. 
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The Gospel presents a case in forensic terms. To call this a ‘spiritual’ 
Gospel does not mean that the ‘spiritual’ is necessarily to be opposed 
to the evidential. Indeed the Evangelist's own argument is focused 
upon the presentation of evidence. 

Not that this concept of witness is a dominant principle of Lukan 
or of Johannine theology; we are only suggesting that it is an impor- 
tant element within the theological purpose of both writers. Other 
motifs of primary significance are present. But we are not justified in 
using them to overrule consideration of the expressed statements of 
the writers. It is sometimes assumed that those statements have to be 
reinterpreted, perhaps because ‘historicism’ is a modern notion alien 
to the ancient world, an assumption too often supported by over- 
simplified ideas of the nature of ancient historiography (See below 
ch. 3). There is no unequivocal proof that New Testament writers 
were influenced by ancient standards, but the existence of such stan- 
dards serves to counter a denial which closes options unexamined. 
The argument in Luke (and in John) seems to run on these lines: ‘This 
testimony assures you of the truth of the events we record, and 
therefore assures you also that your saving faith is reposed in reality 
and not in make-believe’. That is not a concept of faith congenial to 
an age pervaded with an existential pattern of thought, but it seems 
to be what they are saying. We are under no obligation to accept 
their argument. We may think it is a bad argument, perhaps because 
we cannot accept their testimony. If so, it seems more satisfactory to 
reject their case than to avoid the difficulty by re-mythologizing it 
into something more congenial to our cultural context. For Luke's 
argument at this level, history and theology seem to be bonded 
together. 

The concept of Lukan theology may be understood in different 
ways. It is commonly identified through the attempt to isolate dis- 
tinctive redactional emphases of the writer, a possibility facilitated in 
the Third Gospel by the availability of Synoptic parallels for compar- 
ison. It is entirely proper to pursue this study, but a danger arises if 
this becomes a technique built upon unexamined cumulative presup- 
positions, and so tending to override complementary controls in his- 
torical and contextual disciplines. 

We may seek Lukan theology on a broader front, through the 
attempt to isolate Luke's purpose in writing. This is clearly a most 
important question, to which varied answers are on offer. It is diffi- 
cult to find an answer which commands wide assent. Part of the 
trouble is doubtless that his purpose is not simple or monolithic. It is 
necessary to assess it in its relevance to the writer's situation, which 
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is not easily agreed, and there is a danger of circular argument. If we 
place the book early, as by a companion of Paul, the pattern of viable 
options will differ from those preferred if the book is late. On this 
ground too we need independent criteria for breaking the deadlock 
between contrasting readings of Acts. 

We may also wish to evaluate Luke's theology with regard to 
what he preserves, no less than what he redacts. If we see primitive 
Christianity as witnessing to a deposit of essentially unitary tra- 
dition, we may feel that what is characteristically Lukan falls within 
the natural variations of that unity, and represents his individual 
presentation of it. This immediately raises the immense issue of 
‘unity and diversity’.81 We may reject many of Walter Bauer's argu- 
ments on the complexities of ‘orthodoxy and heresy’8? without 
thereby making a plain path for a simplistic alternative. To be spe- 
cific, it is evident that the Paul of Acts is different from the Paul of the 
Epistles. Yet to be different is not necessarily the same as to be in- 
compatible. One commonly sees, in other and less sensitive contexts, 
honest and independent accounts of people or events differ in sur- 
prising ways, especially when presented from diverse perspectives. 
Each may be incomplete; they may be complementary rather than 
contradictory. But, again, this principle must not be abused as a li- 
cence for harmonization. The most we can say is that the question 
should be kept open. The relevance of the historical crux must not be 
disallowed by premature cutting of many of the interwoven strands. 
If the theology of Luke bears significant reference to the primitive 
situation, if it was even developed in the context of common enter- 
prise with Paul, its thrust may need to be differently pictured. He 
may still have disagreed with Paul or misunderstood him, but at least 
our category of interpretation will be considerably modified by whe- 
ther we see him in the same context or in a later, unrelated, context. 
The historical context of Luke is important from this perspective 
also. Again the application of independent historical evidence may 
help to break the recurring danger of circular reasoning in support of 
any position. 


81 Cf. J.D.G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament. An Inquiry 
into the Character of Earliest Christianity (London: SCM, 1977). 

82 W. Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity, ET ed. R.A. 
Kraft and G. Krodel (London: SCM, 1972), from Rechtgldubigkeit und Ket- 
zerei im dltesten Christentum (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 2nd edn, 1934). Cf. the 
fullest reply in H.E.W. Turner, The Pattern of Christian Truth. A Study in 
the Relations between Orthodoxy and Heresy in the Early Church (Bampton 
Lectures, 1954) (London: A.R. Mowbray, 1954). 
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Conclusions 


I cannot profess to have all the answers. I am merely asking whether 
Acts is essentially unreliable in what it narrates of Paul and the pri- 
mitive church and insisting that we should not make the judgment 
based on easy extrapolation from the corroborations or difficulties of 
a few debated passages, unless they are shown to be central to the 
veracity of the book. Nor should we be prepared to have the question 
foreclosed by a scepticism which demands inappropriately rigid or 
literalistic criteria for the acceptance of authenticity or historicity. 
No doubt it is ultimately true that presupposition and conclusion are 
aligned in that judgment. (There is something to be said for not 
having a mind at odds with itself.) But the conclusion rests squarely 
upon the requirements of the evidence— and that evidence is in 
urgent need of review. 

Some of the old scholarship was historically meticulous. The new 
work has (very naturally) become increasingly specialized, but has 
often lost the broader grasp of context. The new knowledge has 
often not been effectively applied. We have rested too securely on 
premature and dated critical syntheses, often dependent on the 
extensive rereading of evidence. The discontinuities of the war 
generation have broken the sequence of discussion without obviating 
the need for fundamental re-examination of the accumulation of 
hidden and suspect presuppositions. The question of Acts’ 
relationship to the history which it purports to relate is too impor- 
tant and fundamental not to be re-opened. 


Chapter 2 
Preliminary Questions 


1. The Unity of Luke-Acts 


Before we begin to discuss the questions of genre or of the nature of 
historicity, it is necessary to decide upon the extent of the Lukan 
writings.! Are the Gospel and Acts from the same author? If the 
answer is positive, then problems of genre, literary and historical 
method, theological Tendenz and the like, need to be formulated in 
a way which recognizes this unity and is perhaps illumined by the 
recognition. To put it in the terms used of Paul in the last chapter, we 
want to know how wide a base we have for our study of Luke. We 
are concerned to focus upon Acts, but we must know whether we find 
our characteristic ‘Luke’ in Acts alone or in Luke-Acts together. 

This question will not detain us long, for the unity of Luke-Acts is 
today so generally accepted as to seem a datum of the problem, and 
the onus does not lie upon us to establish a position which not many 
would care to deny. Yet there have been xwp{Covtes? and it is de- 
sirable at least to raise the options and be as sure as we may of our 
common ground before proceeding. 

The two books are ostensibly bound together by the common dedi- 
cation to Theophilus, the resumptive preface of Acts 1:1 evidently re- 
ferring to the Gospel. The consensus of early tradition ascribes both 
to the same writer, whom it identifies, rightly or wrongly, with the 
physician Luke.? It is actually the arrangement of books in our New 
Testament, collecting the Gospels at the beginning, which has dis- 
guised this ostensible unity from the superficial reader. 

The classic statement of the ‘separatist’ case is that of A.C. 


1 Iam here using the name ‘Luke’ for convenience, as a term for the author 
whomever we may decide he was. 

2 The term traditionally used of those in antiquity who ascribed the Iliad 
and the Odyssey to different authors. 

3 Thus the anti-Marcionite Prologue to Luke (c. 160-180), the Muratorian 
Fragment (c. 170-200), Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. 3.1.1 with 3.14.1; Clem. Alex. 
Strom. 5.12; etc., See Bruce, Acts, p. 1. Cadbury, who sets out the patristic 
texts in full (BC 2.210-45), has championed the view that the tradition is 
based only on inference (pp. 250-64). 


Chapter 2 Preliminary Questions 31 


Clark,’ followed more recently by A.W. Argyle.5 Both writers fo- 
cus upon the statistical argument for style. Clark points out that both 
Blass® and Hawkins’ recognized major differences between Luke 
and Acts without rejecting common authorship. Clark himself was 
set on his track by his observation of the distribution of the particle te 
in the New Testament. Although the figures here are rendered un- 
certain by the frequency of textual variants, on Clark's figures, te 
occurs eight times in Luke's Gospel, and 158 times in Acts, and all 
eight in Luke are of the te kal type, whereas Acts contains 99 of other 
types.8 Numerous other examples are given by both Clark and 
Argyle. In syntax we may note particularly the Hebraic éyéveto (‘it 
came to pass’), commonly followed in Acts by an infinitive, but in the 
Gospel by a finite verb, with or without a linking kal. These cases, 
and others, such as the relative prevalence of pév, pév obv and obv 
in Acts, may be used to suggest that Acts is markedly more literary, or 
classical in style than the Gospel. 

The arguments of Clark and Argyle have been discussed by W.L. 
Knox? and B.E. Beck! respectively. Knox stresses the different in- 
fluences of diverse sources and the variations even within Acts, 
where the source question is unclear. He shows that in the Gospel 
the writer is unpredictable in his stylistic adaptations from Mark. 
Beck takes up Argyle's objections to Knox, and discusses further 
Argyle's lists of contrasted synonyms, which include many which are 
not exactly synonymous, and are in any case to be judged in the 
context of the richness of synonyms in both writings. He concludes 
cautiously that these arguments against common authorship are 
indecisive. 

Statistical arguments often appear impressive, but it is difficult to 


4 A.C. Clark, The Acts of the Apostles. A Critical Edition with Introduction 
and Notes on Selected Passages (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1933), pp. 393-408. 

5 A.W. Argyle, The Greek of Luke and Acts’, NTS 20 (1974), pp. 441-45. 

6 Ihave not located the reference cited by Clark, p. 394, in which Blass de- 
scribes the Luke of Acts as €Mnuikiitepos. 

7 Sir J.C. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, Contributions to the Study of the 
Synoptic Problem (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2nd edn, 1909), pp. 177-82. Haw- 
kins thinks these differences point to a considerable lapse of time between the 
writing of the two parts, see esp. pp. 180-81. 

8 Cf. the figures in J.B. Smith, Greek-English Concordance to the New 
Testament (Eastbourne: Kingsway, 1955): Luke 7; Acts 141; rest of the New 
Testament 61 (Rom. 18, Heb. 22). 

9 W.L. Knox, The Acts of the Apostles (CUP, 1948), pp. 3-15, 100-109. 

10 B.E. Beck, ‘The Common Authorship of Luke and Acts’, NTS 23 (1977), 
pp. 346-52. 
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decide upon the limits of variation compatible with common author- 
ship. It is only too easy to discover from a concordance statistical 
peculiarities which could fuel surprising hypotheses. It is probable 
that this kind of argument requires lengthy samples and large num- 
bers of occurrences before we are justified in resting too much confi- 
dence in it, and that other variables, like source and internal change 
of subject or Gattung, may confuse the issue considerably.!! The 
extent to which the Third Gospel follows Mark, for instance, as well 
as modifying it, is likely to produce linguistic phenomena which occa- 
sionally engender surprisingly different statistics. All this is not de- 
signed to discount disparities as great as that in the occurrence of Te, 
but to suggest caution; the most apparently impressive variations 
may be of less weight in any direction than they appear. If Acts, or at 
least parts of Acts, is on average more literary than the Gospel on a 
number of such (perhaps marginally significant) counts, that would 
not be surprising in view of the differences in literary and narrative 
form. It might even be used to support theories about Luke's ad- 
herence to traditional sources in the Gospel.!2 

The stylistic argument is in the end both two-edged and indeci- 
sive, for all its promise of statistical objectivity. The assurance of 
common authorship rests more firmly on a combination of broader 
considerations, within which are included the notable, if again in- 
decisive, stylistic similarities of the two parts.!3 The ostensible evi- 
dence of the prefaces is reinforced by a number of general charac- 
teristics; Bruce mentions the catholic sympathies of both works, the 
interest in Gentiles, the unusually prominent position given to wo- 
men in both, and a common apologetic tendency.!4 This judgment 


11 Cf. L.F. Clark, An Investigation of Some Applications of Quantitative 
Methods to the Pauline Letters, with a View to the Question of Authority 
(unpublished Manchester M.A. dissertation, 1979), which discusses the statis- 
tical treatment of the Pastorals by A.Q. Morton, P.N. Harrison, and K. Gray- 
ston and G. Herdan in the light of technical statistics. 

12 Knox, pp. 6, 11 attributes Luke's lack of thoroughgoing stylistic revision of 
Mark to haste or carelessness, but it may be noted how he is careful to repro- 
duce his source with limited changes, for instance in transmitting the words 
of Jesus. Knox argues that ‘Clark's two test cases yév and Te, if strictly applied, 
would have the result of proving that Romans and Galatians do not come 
from the pen of the same writer’ (p. 10). But this counter-argument is without 
weight, for the occurrences involved are too few to ‘prove’ anything. 

13 See Hawkins, Horae Synopticae, pp. 174-76. 

14 Bruce, Acts, p. 2. I defer at this stage the discussion of detailed correspon- 
dences, as also of the problems of sequence, of the accounts of the Ascension, 
and the like. The difficulties here are to be seen in the context of the admitted 
overall unity, and are not sufficient in themselves to challenge it. 
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may be repeated on other fronts. Although we shall go into more 
detail later, in the interests of establishing the breadth of the indica- 
tions of unity,15 we might here mention also the apparent shared 
methods in the handling of sources in Luke and Acts and also the cur- 
rent studies of a common Lukan theology. 

Ordinarily the common dedication would not prove identity of 
authorship, any more than the reference in 2 Pet. 3:1 proves identity 
of authorship in the Petrine epistles. But the issue of pseudonymity, 
raised here by Argyle (pp. 444-45), is at once undercut by the fact that 
both books are anonymous. So far from sheltering behind the name 
of an authoritative apostolic writer, the ‘Luke’ of both books is self- 
effacing. It is surely the only natural reading of the prefaces to 
suppose they indicate common authorship, and the onus lies upon the 
doubter to explain the case otherwise. 

If we seem to have lingered unnecessarily over defending a near 
consensus, it is because a matter so foundational should not be taken 
for granted in a discipline where options can be so easily closed. We 
need a reasoned grounding for determining the extent of our Lukan 
base, no less than our Pauline base; the difference is only that here 
we can agree more easily. 


2. The Genre of Luke-Acts 


The question of genre is complex and elusive in its bearing on our 
subject. It may be helpful to begin with several general observations. 
(1) The first evident complication is the fact that Luke and Acts are 
themselves different in type, even when we grant their essential 
unity and continuity. The first writing is a ‘Gospel’, and it is keenly 
debated what kind of creature a ‘Gospel’ really is.16 The second can- 
not be described under that head, but is not on that account the easier 


15 This breadth is our safeguard against the danger of circularity, to use simi- 
larities to prove unity and then use the assumption of unity to give sig- 
nificance to similarities. 

16 Cf. e.g. C.H. Talbert, What is a Gospel? The Genre of the Canonical Gos- 
pels (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1977). Talbert highlights the distinction be- 
tween the view of the Gospels as biographies (cf. C.W. Votaw, ‘The Gospels 
and Contemporary Biographies’, AJT 19 [1915], pp. 45-73 and 217-49, reprinted 
as The Gospels and Contemporary Biographies in the Greco-Roman World, 
with introduction by J. Reumann [Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1970]) and that 
which sees them as a unique phenomenon born of myth, cult and the cul- 
tural alienation of an eschatological moment (e.g. R. Bultmann, The Gospels 
(Form)’, Twentieth Century Theology in the Making, ed. J. Pelikan (London: 
Collins, 1969) 1.86-92, and elsewhere). Talbert himself looks for a solution 
through a reclassification of ancient biography in terms of function. 
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to place under any alternative category. (2) The ultimate resolution 
of this question of genre may really be an academic irrelevance for 
our present purpose, provided only that we wrestle with its essen- 
tials so far as to satisfy ourselves that we are asking appropriate 
questions of our text. It is no good raising the question of historicity if 
we are dealing with avowed fairy-tale or fiction.!”7 The answer may 
not be simple; a basically or partly historical narrative may prove to 
contain legend, embellishment or propaganda. But that will require a 
negative or qualified answer to the question. So far we are asking 
only whether the question is proper, and our basic choice divides on 
this point. (3) It is unclear to what extent any of the New Testament 
documents are self-conscious literature which make deliberate use of 
contemporary forms.!8 Contemporary Roman literature, in particu- 
lar, was an aristocratic avocation pursued within the confines of a 
social and cultural élite, whereas the Christian movement seems to 
have been concerned from the outset with popular proclamation.!9 
It is wholly probable that their writers, and especially one with the 
literary ability and aspiration of Luke, were influenced by their 
cultural environment and reflect its trends, but by no means certain 
how closely or consciously. (4) Akin to the previous observation is the 
need to stress the difficulty of the argument from literary parallels. 
The ancient world was a diverse cultural complex, which we know 
only in a piecemeal and occasionally fragmentary way dependent on 
the chance survival of sources. The continual temptation is to draw 
direct lines of comparison or influence between surviving pieces 
without knowing their place in the larger context. We can find al- 
most whatever we seek, and we can see significance in what we find. 
In such a case the study of literary forms is a task to be pursued with 
special caution, with a care not to use categories which arise out of 
imposed, rather than inherent, classifications.29 (5) In the face of the 


17 For an example of the fictional view held in conjunction with an early 
dating see E.R. Goodenough, ‘The Perspective of Acts’, SLA, pp. 51-59. 

18 Such traditional distinctions as those between ‘literary’ and ‘non-literary’, 
Hochliteratur and Kleinliteratur, ‘epistle’ and ‘letter’, are not quite in point 
here. A definitive answer to this kind of question would require a nuanced 
study of the writer's social and cultural context, for which our fragmentary 
materials are insufficient. 

19 See generally F.G. Kenyon, Books and Readers in Ancient Greece and 
Rome (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2nd edn, 1951); for literary readings in first 
century Rome, p. 85. The focus upon proclamation through literature may 
help to explain the development of the papyrus codex in Christian circles 
long before it came to prevail among pagans (cf. Kenyon pp. 96-101). 

20 I am not concerned here to separate such elusive entities as ‘form’ and 
Gattung: Examples of the dangers of genre-criticism abound. In a somewhat 
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popularity of literary-critical studies today, a corrective, or at least 
complementary, approach should also be noted. A good writer may 
use, perhaps deliberately, literary forms. But he will make them his 
servants, not his masters. He ought ultimately to be judged by what 
he says, rather than by an over-preoccupation with the way he says 
it. If he is moved by an urgent mission, he will strive to express his 
meaning in the most effective style. But our focus is upon the matter, 
not the manner. The genre is important to our theme as it bears on 
content. We need at least to be satisfied that our text purports to 
recount a narrative of events rather than metaphor or fantasy. 
These cautions should be stressed before we proceed to details. 
There are for instance evident parallels between the Lukan prefaces 
and those of the ancient historians, a feature stressed by Wiken- 
hauser and others,?! but a recent dissertation connects them more 
closely with the prefaces of technical and medical literature.22 The 
latter point would be fully consistent with the tradition of ‘Luke the 
physician’. It is also possible to adduce contemporary documents to 
illustrate the combination of the roles of historian and physician in 
the same person.23 Yet this procedure would not be justified unless it 


iconoclastic article, H.D. Jocelyn, ‘Horace, Epistles 1’, Liverpoo! Classical 
Monthly 4.7 (July 1979), pp. 145-46, denies that ‘the Stoic-Cynic diatribe’ ever 
existed, claiming that it was invented ex nihilo by H. Usener in 1887. With- 
out going so far in scepticism, we may note that the term is understood differ- 
ently by classical scholars and by theologians, and that the concrete form it 
often assumes in NT scholarship derives from the dissertation of R. Bult- 
mann, Der Stil der paulinischen Predigt und die kynisch-stoische Diatribe 
(Géttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1910), where its specific features are 
identified from a complex of overlapping resemblances derived piecemeal 
from a diverse assemblage of literature, Latin and Greek, prose and poetry, 
rhetoric, philosophy and satire. One may doubt whether the resulting concept 
of the ‘diatribe’ is more than an artificial composite. Many studies which find 
rigid forms are worth careful scrutiny. Such cautions apply to the articles of 
T.Y. Mullins on ‘disclosure’, ‘topos’ and the like (‘Disclosure: A Literary Form 
in the New Testament’, NovT 7 (1964-65), pp. 44-50; ‘Topos as a New Testa- 
ment Form’, JBL 99 (1980), pp. 541-47; etc.), or to the detailed rhetorical criti- 
cism in H.D. Betz's Hermeneia commentary Galatians (Philadelphia: For- 
tress Press, 1979), pp. 14-25 and passim. All these cases raise the issue of the 
validity of the argument from parallels. 

21 A. Wikenhauser, Geschichtswert, pp. 137-42; cf. Bruce, Acts p. 66. 

22 Loveday C.A. Alexander, Luke-Acts in its Contemporary Setting, with 
special reference to the prefaces (Luke 1:1-4 and Acts 1:1), unpublished D.Phil. 
thesis (Oxford, 1977), pp. 56f, cited by F.F. Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles To- 
Day’, in BJRL 65 (1982-83), p. 49. 

23 An inscription of Smyrna, on the tombstone of the physician Hermogenes 
(CIG 3311 = IGRR 4.1445), gives a select bibliography of his writings, which 
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could be subjected to strict controls. It is not a matter of seizing upon 
a series of attractive parallels as grist to the mill of supporting a 
case. If it were so, a literary case could be made on this ground as 
strongly as on any other. It would serve only, as do many such 
literary studies, to confirm the thinking of those already convinced by 
fitting a texture of related possibilities to a hypothesis already 
congenial. This gives no prospect of communication with those who, 
for better or worse reasons, construe the literary affinities differ- 
ently. Let us say here, as with Hobart's arguments for medical style, 
that the style and genre of the books may be fully consistent with the 
possibilities of authorship by ‘Luke the historian’ or ‘Luke the physi- 
cian’, or even both roles together, without proving such a conclu- 
sion. Proof is not in point here. Consistency with the possibility is as 
much as we may reasonably claim to show. 

The remainder of this section may be seen as a preliminary and 
generalized consideration of some issues posed by literary study for 
the explanation of Acts with which we are principally concerned in 
this book. First is the matter of literary patterns, the ‘architecture’ of 
Luke-Acts. An obvious instance is the often observed parallelism in 
Acts between the narratives of Peter and of Paul as embodied in the 
structural parallels between Acts 1-12 and Acts 13-28.24 The ques- 
tion is raised whether such patterns have been created by Luke 
through the assimilation of the irregularities of real events to a 
structural conformity of his own making. Rackham stresses the 
parallelism, but insists that it arises out of the facts (p. xlix); Cadbury 
argues that there may have been an unconscious tendency to stereo- 
typing or assimilation (Making, p. 232). 

That is however a simple and obvious instance of a tendency in 
scholarship which others have developed far more elaborately. The 
study of Robert Morgenthaler?5 finds the key to Luke's literary act in 
included 77 medical works, along with a variety of historical books, especially 
on Smyrnean history, and the civic history of other cities also. For the man 
see PW 8.877-78, (‘Hermogenes No. 23’); he is the victim of a scathing sati- 
rical epigram in the Greek Anthology (11.114). Cf. the physician of Rhodia- 
polis in Lycia GRR 3.733), a priest of Asclepius and Hygieia, who was in the 
first rank as a doctor and also a medical and philosophical writer and a poet 
(‘the Homer of medical poetry’); also Lucian de Hist. Conscrib. 16, recording 
the claim olketov elvar latp@ lotoplav cvyypddew. 

24 Thus e.g. Rackham, Acts, pp. xlvii-xlix; Cadbury, The Making of Luke- 
Acts (London: Macmillan, 1927), pp. 232-33; etc. See however P.H. Menoud, 
‘Le Plan des Actes des Apdtres’, NTS 1 (1954-55), pp. 44-51 for a different 
division of Acts focusing on the Council of Jerusalem. 

25 R. Morgenthaler, Die lukanische Geschichtsschreibung als Zeugnis. Ge- 
stalt und Gehalt der Kunst des Lukas, 2 vols. (Ziirich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1949). 
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the principle of ‘duality’ (Zweigliedrichkeit), exhibited at every level 
from the pairing of words to doublets and architectural parallelisms 
throughout the work. He sees the mainspring of this phenomenon in 
the Deuteronomic principle of testimony being established at the 
mouth of two or three witnesses (Deut. 10:15),26 and so argues that 
Luke's material has been chosen to accord with canons of forensic 
evidence, offering, in effect, a literary defence of historicity. M.D. 
Goulder applies a ‘typological’ method to the study of Acts, finding a 
cyclical pattern and elaborate parallelisms, and taking a much more 
sceptical view of the historicity of the book.27 Talbert finds two 
problems common to both, 1. neither stands in the main stream of 
work on Lukan theology and their theological positions are therefore 
deficient when seen from redaction-critical perspectives, and 2. nei- 
ther works from a comparative literary stance using material from 
the wider Mediterranean world of Luke's time.?8 

Both those objections are problematical, the first because the ‘re- 
daction-critical perspective’ itself is open to cautious reassessment, 
the second because, although it is right to be concerned with wider 
contextual study, the appeal to comparative literature may easily be- 
come another phase of the suspect procedure of ‘proof through 
parallels’. In fact, Talbert’s own work inspires the same doubts, mu- 
tatis mutandis, as the work both of Morgenthaler and of Goulder. 
All three find structural patterns, and proceed, upon differing per- 
spectives and comparisons, to draw larger and more significant 
conclusions than can really be justified.29 

This brief foray into studies of literary structure is linked to our 
present consideration of genre in so far as Talbert uses it in his com- 
parative literary studies, especially in his comparison of Luke-Acts as 
a whole with Diogenes Laertius' Lives of the Philosophers (c. 3rd 
century AD). This comparison, developed further in Talbert's subse- 
quent study of the genre of the Gospels in the light of a new, func- 
tional analysis of ancient biography, leads us to the consideration of 
Luke-Acts as biography. Since the time of Rudolf Bultmann and 


26 Morgenthaler 2.7-8. Cf. A.A. Trites, The New Testament Concept of Wit- 
ness (CUP, 1977), pp. 133-35; W.W. Gasque, History of Criticism, pp. 266-68. 

27 M.D. Goulder, Type and History in Acts (London: SPCK, 1964). 

28 C.H. Talbert, Literary Patterns, Theological Themes, and the Genre of 
Luke-Acts, SBL Monographs 20 (Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1974), p. 3. 

29 It is interesting that Talbert is critical of the lack of interest in this aspect of 
Luke's literary artistry among the most influential recent Lukan scholars 
(Conzelmann and Haenchen) and calls for renewed study of formal patterns 
as a control on the subjectivity of redaction criticism (pp. 3-4). I am less sure 
than he of the efficacy of the remedy. 
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K.L. Schmidt,30 the Gospels have often been seen as a unique genre, 
differing from biography, as cultic, mythical and world-denying; and 
as uninterested in human personality and development, though Bult- 
mann makes a partial exception of Luke-Acts where history begins to 
compensate for the loss of the primitive, world-negating, eschato- 
logical consciousness.3! After rejecting alternative attempts to relate 
the Gospels to Graeco-Roman or Jewish literary parallels Talbert 
offers a reclassification of ancient biography, first as didactic or non- 
didactic, and then distinguishing five functional types among the 
didactic.32 Of these, he places Luke-Acts together in Type D, as 
distinct from all the other Gospels. This is the type modelled on 
Diogenes, in which the life of the founder of a philosophical school is 
followed by an account of his successors or disciples, indicating 
where the true tradition of his teaching is to be found. This enables 
Talbert to unite the double work Luke-Acts under a single category 
distinct from those to which the other Gospels are assigned, even if it 
is still a somewhat mixed example, whose first part includes the 
correction of misunderstanding of the founder, characteristic of Type 
B.33 

We are not concerned here to pursue Talbert's argument for 


30 K.L. Schmidt, ‘Die Stellung der Evangelien in der allgemeinen Literatur- 
geschichte’, in EYXAPIXTHPION. Studien zur Religion und Literatur des 
Alten und Neuen Testaments (Festschrift fiir Hermann Gunkel), ed. Hans 
Schmidt, Part 2 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 1923), pp. 50-134. 

31 Bultmann in Twentieth Century Theology, ed. Pelikan, 1.86-89. Fol- 
lowing D.F. Strauss, he argues that the Gospels show no development of per- 
sonality, as biography should. Yet this observation is equally true of most 
ancient biography, and highlights rather a difference between the ancient and 
modern focus of interest (cf. Talbert, Gospel pp. 2-3). 

32 He cites the older division by F. Leo, Griechisch-rémische Biographie 
nach ihrer litterarischen Form (Leipzig: Teubner, 1901), which distinguished 
(1) the encomium, (2) the ‘peripatetic’, focussing on character through action 
to make a moral point and inspire invitation, and (3) the ‘Alexandrian’ or 
‘grammatical’, concerned with chronology and a rudimentary weighing of 
evidence, as opposed to moral edification. Subsequent study added a category 
(4), the popular or romantic Life. If Talbert's ‘non-didactic’ be excepted, as 
roughly the counterpart of (3) above, his five types are: A a pattern to copy; 
B to dispel a false image and provide a true model; C to discredit by exposé; 
D to show the ‘living voice’ of the school, by joining the life of the founder 
to some account of his true successors; E to validate or interpret the subject's 
teaching. All are primarily applied to biographies of philosophy, D not, and E 
perhaps only exceptionally, being applicable to biographies of rulers (Talbert, 
Gospel, pp. 92-98). 

33 Talbert makes Mark and John Type B, Matthew Type E (Talbert, Gospel, 
pp. 134-35). 
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finding Bultmann’s criteria (the mythical, the cultic and the world- 
denying, this last reinterpreted as an attitude of ‘inclusive reinter- 
pretation’) in some Graeco-Roman biographies also, and so partly 
rehabilitating Bultmann's case upon biographical! ground. The prob- 
lem is more basic. The classification seems forced. The biographical 
form (in its widest sense) is surely a more fluid and adaptable entity; 
strict functional subdivisions seem inappropriate. We find the inti- 
mately linked Gospels are to be spread into what seem rather arbi- 
trarily different categories, Matthew as type E, Mark as type B, 
Luke-Acts D, and John B again. This seems a heavy price to pay for 
uniting Luke-Acts in one apart. The three Synoptics, at least, cry out 
to be treated as the same type of composition, whereas Acts, if any of 
the group, is ostensibly a little different. Its literary and situational 
unity with the Third Gospel is a factor of the greatest interest and 
importance, and perhaps the more so because of this very difference 
of type. There are, on any view, analogies between both parts and 
various ancient biographies, but these analogies are fluid, and, un- 
less substantiated in specific terms of chronology and influence, seem 
unlikely to justify significant conclusions in any direction. The study 
of ancient biography, as of ancient historiography below, may in its 
place have a specific and carefully delimited contribution to make to 
our study, but is not to be overplayed. In any case Diogenes Laertius 
wrote a couple of centuries later than the Gospels and Acts, and 
Talbert's evidence for the earlier existence of a type is tenuous.34 
There are also many other analogies on the market: memoir, apo- 
logia, encomium, aretalogy,>> ‘false history’,>6 novel or romance,3” 
however these various types be severally defined; on the Jewish side, 


34 Talbert, Gospel,pp. 95-96, 110n. His secondary sources, E. Bikerman ‘La 
chaine de la tradition Pharisienne’, in RB 59 (1952), p. 49, and W.D. Davies in 
Christian History and Interpretation: Studies Presented to John Knox, ed. 
W.R. Farmer et al. (CUP, 1967), pp. 140-41, refer primarily to the care taken to 
establish lists of successors (diadochoi) in the schools. The only earlier ex- 
ample mentioned is fragmentary, cited only from a secondary source I have 
not been able to verify. He might have mentioned the inscription C/G 3311, 
cited above (p. 35, n. 23) in a different connection: the last of Hermogenes' 
books was a 8\aS0x1) kata xpdvous, probably a ‘chronology’. But none of these 
substantiates the existence of a specific, identifiable genre which provides a 
comparative base for a significant interpretation of Luke-Acts. 

35 Thus especially M. Hadas and M. Smith, Heroes and Gods. Spiritual Bio- 
graphies in Antiquity (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1965). 

36 Cf. especially E. Gabba, ‘True History and False History in Classical Anti- 
quity’, JRS 71 (1981), pp. 50-62. 

37 E.g. S.P. and MJ. Schierling, ‘The Influence of the Ancient Romances on 
the Acts of the Apostles’, Classical Bulletin (Chicago) 54 (1977-78), pp. 81-88. 
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we have midrash or lectionary as possibilities. Again, we are not 
concerned with detailed discussion of these alternatives, except as 
they bear on our basic theme of the legitimacy of the issue of his- 
toricity. The case of ‘aretalogy’ illustrates again a recurring diffi- 
culty. The term exists,°8 but there is no surviving work to which the 
name is explicitly applied as a genre title, and the concept is under- 
stood differently by classicists and by theologians.9 In so far as such 
analogies pose doubts for our theme, their implications will be 
treated in the discussion of historiography below. But we shall 
persist in speaking of them as ‘possible analogies’, rather than as 
‘parallels’, for analogies may exist between cases which are not 
organically related. Here the resemblances are apt to be fluid, and 
we need mainly to guard against serious category mistakes, like 
judging metaphor or poetry by prosaic standards of realism. 

The question whether Luke-Acts, and for our purpose Acts in par- 
ticular, can be fitted to a contemporary genre-type or is sui generis 
ought perhaps to be assessed on rather different ground. The ques- 
tion of the primitive Christian reaction to Greek culture is not a 
simple one. There is a difficult problem over the placing of Paul in his 
social and cultural context,40 and a related difficulty confronts us in 


38 The only relevant cases I can trace are, strangely, in Biblical Greek, Sirach 
36:19 (16) LXX and Ps. 29 (30): 6 Symmachus, in the sense of celebration of the 
goodness of God, though this or a similar word may occur in a variant 
reading of Strabo 17.1.17 = 801. The word dpetaddyos as an occupational term 
is better attested, in inscriptions (SIG3 1133. Delos, 1st BC; IG 11.4.1263), and 
aretalogus in Latin literature of a story-teller (Suet. Aug. 74.1— perhaps 
equivalent to fabulator, ibid. 78.1; Juvenal Sat. 15.16, with mendax). 

39 Contrast the definition by Hadas in Hadas and Smith, p. 60, with the in- 
scriptional text published by Y. Grandjean, Une nouvelle arétalogie d'Isis a 
Maronée (Leiden: Brill, 1975). Grandjean draws attention in his introduction 
(pp. 1-8) to this difference of understanding. See also the discussion by G.H.R. 
Horsley in New Docs 1, No. 2, pp. 10-21, esp. 13. ‘Aretalogy’ in this sense is a 
formal hymn of praise for the good deeds of a god, not a biography of a won- 
der-working 8etos dvip. A number of inscriptional documents of the type is 
preserved, though the name used for them is merely conventional, and they 
appear irrelevant to the kind of discussion which uses the term ‘aretalogy’ as 
a basis for making significant parallels between Luke and Philostratus. Grand- 
jean draws attention to the ambiguity in the word dpeni, dating the occurrence 
of its secondary meaning ‘miracle’ from the 4th cent. BC (p. 1). Both meanings 
were current in the New Testament period, and the later has sometimes been 
seen in 2 Pet. 1:3 (e.g. NEB). 

40 See especially the programmatic study by E.A. Judge, ‘St. Paul and Classical 
Society’, JAC 15 (1972), pp. 19-36; cf. F.F. Bruce, The New Testament and 
Classical Studies’, NTS 22 (1976), pp. 229-42. The work of R.F. Hock, ‘Paul's 
Tentmaking and the Problem of his Social Class’, JBL 97 (1978), pp. 555-64, 
and The Social Context of Paul’s Ministry. Tentmaking and Apostleship 
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the case of Luke. The traditional Luke was the only Gentile among 
apostolic writers, and the possibility of Gentile origin may still be 
canvassed whether or not the tradition is accepted. There is currently 
much rethinking of traditional ideas of the relations of Judaism and 
Hellenism, tending to the breaking down of once accepted cate- 
gories.41 Again, how far are the New Testament writers, and our 
‘Luke’ in particular, likely to have come under the specific influence 
of Greek literary education? It is difficult to place Luke or Paul in 
these terms within the indications of a measure of reaction against 
pagan educational principles in the primitive church.42 Yet we have 
the specific quotations of Greek poetry in Acts 17:28, 1 Cor. 15:33 and 
Titus 1:12, and implicit allusions in places like Acts 17:31 and 21:39. 
We have the tradition that Luke was a doctor, and this tradition 
(apart from its truth) testifies at the very least to a measure of 
acceptance of that profession in the church. We are not concerned 
here to attempt to answer these questions, rather to suggest that in 
our consideration of Luke's cultural background they ought to be 
asked, to set the issue of genre in its context, even if we have still to 
confess how little we know. 

A final note here concerns literary forms within Acts. The speeches 
are the obvious example, and we shall discuss them specifically in 
appendix 1. It is commonly said that as ancient historians felt free to 
invent speeches they thought appropriate to the occasion, Luke did 
likewise, and the speeches are therefore an obvious vehicle of Lukan 
theology. It will be seen that these axiomatic propositions embody 
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980) represents an attempt to carry out this kind 
of programme, though some of Hock's conclusions are open to debate. 

41 For rethinking of the status of Diaspora Judaism cf. A.T. Kraabel, ‘The Ro- 
man Diaspora: Six Questionable Assumptions’, JJ]S 33 (1982), pp. 445-64, and 
other recent studies; for a test case which he sees as the catalyst for a new syn- 
thesis, see his ‘Impact of the Discovery of the Sardis Synagogue’, in G.M.A. 
Hanfmann, Sardis from Prehistoric to Roman Times: Results of the Archae- 
ological Exploration of Sardis 1958-1975 (Cambridge Mass: Harvard Univer- 
sity Press, 1983), pp. 178-90, 284. His treatment of the ‘god-fearers’ will be dis- 
cussed below. For the bearing of similar questions on the context of Christian- 
ity, cf. IH. Marshall, ‘Palestinian and Hellenistic Christianity: Some Critical 
Comments’, NTS 19 (1972-73), pp. 271-87; S.K. Riegel, Jewish Christianity: 
Definitions and Terminology’, NTS 24 (1978), pp. 410-15. See also M. Hengel, 
Judaism and Hellenism. Studies in their Encounter in Palestine during the 
Early Hellenistic Period (London: SCM, 1974), 2 vols., tr. by J. Bowden from 
the 2nd German edition of Judentum und Hellenismus (Tubingen: J.C.B. 
Mohr, 1973), with the criticisms cited by Kraabel, JJS 33 (1982), p. 448. 

42 Cf. E.A. Judge, ‘The Reaction against Classical Education in the New Testa- 
ment’, Journal of Christian Education 77 (1983), pp. 7-14. 
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some of the very assumptions that we have been challenging. There 
is the doubt over the efficacy of argument from literary parallels; 
there is the doubt over this ‘theology of the gaps’, where theology 
and history are placed in exclusive antithesis; and there is a further 
doubt over the simplistic, and even inaccurate, notions involved of 
the practices of ancient historiography. 

This matter of the speech-form is however one of some moment 
for our topic. The question whether the content of a reported speech 
represents what was actually said is in its way a question of his- 
torical reliability. If we decide to reply negatively, we may still want 
to excuse our writer by saying that he was working with literary 
canons which did not require him to meet our 20th century expec- 
tations, and we may thus need from our own perspective to qualify 
even a favourable view of him by recognizing where it is inappro- 
priate to press him into the mould of our own historical standards. It 
amounts to saying that the speech-form is not to be judged as 
history, any more than poetry or metaphor is to be judged as history. 
Yet this line of defence leads us back into the same difficulty over 
literary parallels. Thucydides and Josephus, to take two obvious 
examples commonly invoked in connection with Acts, differ greatly 
between themselves in how they use and present speeches in their 
works. Not only from our ‘horizon’, but even from the ancient ‘hori- 
zon’, the question of historicity may indeed arise in the speeches. 
There may be difficult questions of interpretation of genre involved, 
but still we have to come to terms with the explanation of the con- 
tent, apart from the form. We must evaluate Luke rather by his per- 
formance than by any literary Vorverstandnis. 

We may well conclude that we are not yet much further forward. 
One trouble is that we have many uniquely shaped keys on offer to 
open the lock. If some of their claims are accepted, it is at the cost of 
the high significance and exclusiveness of the claims. There are of 
course useful literary parallels. It is reasonable to consider the Gos- 
pels and Acts with reference to ancient biography or historiography. 
But the comparisons may be disappointingly fluid. Their significance 
is enhanced only as we can establish resemblances as reflecting 
organic relationship, conscious dependence, or the like. Acts (and its 
unique relationship with one of the Gospels) is not amenable to close 
comparisons. If we are moved on that account to treat it as in some 
aspects sui generis, we mean that differently from the way Bult- 
mann meant it about the Gospels. It forces us to ask questions inde- 
pendently about the likelihood of Hellenistic literary influence upon 
Luke. In particular, we are committed to some discussion of ancient 
historiography because our subject concerns history. But the value of 
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that study must be carefully demarcated, to clarify misconceptions, to 
formulate possibilities, to outline the profile of a likely cultural con- 
text without being too quick to dogmatize about Luke's relationship 
to it. Luke's historical reliability must in the end be judged by the 
detailed assessment of his performance. It is even possible that his 
performance may help to throw light conversely on his literary 
context and aims. 


3. The Meaning of Historicity 


It is possible to judge the work of an ancient writer from an un- 
realistic expectation by laying down criteria for acceptance which 
are too literalistically rigorous. It is thus important to outline the 
reasonable province and the proper limits of historical criticism. 
Some of these points may appear self-evident, but it will be helpful to 
guard against the pre-empting of the central issues by an atomized 
hyper-criticism. 

First, there is an evident conceptual distinction between what is 
good history by ancient canons and what is good history by modern 
canons. We ought strictly to judge Luke by the standards of his own 
day, whether or not we conclude that he was consciously influenced 
by them or measured himself by them. We cannot at least expect him 
to write as a modern historian writes, and it would be anachronistic 
to use an inappropriately modern measure. Yet in another sense that 
is just what we want to do. We are concerned with crucial historical 
issues in our Own perspective, and we are concerned practically to 
know what use we can make of him. We are not marking him on 
merit, to pass or fail him, as examiners mark the academic exercises 
of those who have not yet graduated to their own expertise. If he is 
good in his own class, but does not measure up to our need of him, 
we want to know that. We want to know the characteristics of his 
writing in some detail. The differences between ancient and modern 
concepts of historiography, and indeed between different ancient— 
and different modern— concepts, is all part of the intricacy we seek 
to unravel. And it would be a mistake to suppose the ancient 
standards are necessarily inferior. At least in some cases they were 
rigorously scientific and critical in their own way. Our modern 
methods might on occasion fall under the severe censure of ancients 
who grounded surprisingly rigorous practice upon a theoretical base 
we find unfamiliar. Some scholars still write as though critical 
standards were a modern invention, although the evidence of keen 
debate over historiographical theory is patent and extensive in the 
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ancient sources.43 The differences complicate our problem, but they 
do not engender the pessimism with which theologians sometimes 
regard ancient writings. The possibility is not excluded that an 
ancient writer may be deemed a good source across the diverse rea- 
sonable expectations of differing culture or theory, indeed that dif- 
ferent cultural perspectives may themselves actually overlap more 
closely than we have recognized.4 

We may approach our theme through the consideration of de- 
scriptive terms which may be used in common parlance of a historical 
writer, such terms as ‘accurate’, ‘trustworthy’ or ‘reliable’. Without 
attaching special significance to these words, we may use them to 
illustrate what an elusive tangle of differing expectations may easily 
be masked by apparently simple language. ‘Accuracy’ is an ambi- 
guous concept. It may suggest a mechanical exactitude of tran- 
scription, as opposed to copying-errors or unchecked references or 
misquotation from memory. But this is not a sense in which it is even 
appropriate to the central questions of our inquiry— though there 
are points of detail where this level of ‘accuracy’ may be in point. 
Generally however this will not be our main concern, for we meet 
Luke, demonstrably in the Gospel, as an editor of sources, there 
preserved or inferable. His material has at the least passed through 
his own mind and received something of the stamp of his own 
personality and style. It is no mere transcription of Mark or of Q.45 
There are many obvious questions to raise about his editing, order, 
selection, abbreviation, other sources, hindsight, apart from the com- 
mon preoccupation with theological Tendenz. There is also the need 
to recognize the editorial significance of what he preserves. And in 
this complex operation it makes sense to speak of his ‘accuracy’. Is he 
a writer who is careful or careless in his handling of these tasks? Has 
he a conscience about preserving or reconstructing ‘what actually 
happened’? It may be objected that the very fact of editing removes 
him from the realm of historical ‘accuracy’ by removing him from its 


43 See Chapter 3 below, and cf. C.J. Hemer, ‘Luke the Historian’ BJRL 60 
(1977-78), pp. 28-51, and especially the discussion of Polybius on pp. 30-32. 

44 The point is worth stressing in view of the tendency to the extreme sepa- 
ration of ancient and modern cultures exemplified in D.E. Nineham, The 
Use and Abuse of the Bible (London: Macmillan, 1976), and ‘The Strangeness 
of the New Testament World’, Theology 85 (1982), pp. 171-77 and 247-55. For 
a reply to Nineham's book see R.H. Preston, ‘Need Dr. Nineham be so Nega- 
tive?’ ExpT 90 (1978-79), pp. 275-80. 

45 I use the term for convenience of the sayings-material common to Mat- 
thew and Luke and representing a body of source-material used by Luke, but 
without judgment on its status. My point is not necessarily dependent on any 
particular view of the Synoptic Problem. 
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first, transcriptional sense. This however would make it necessary to 
so regard all historical sources, except the baldest chronicles, for all 
are of their essence interpretative, and no discredit necessarily 
attaches to them on that account. It is for instance conceivable that 
an editor may reword his sources critically, and so improve his claim 
to historical ‘accuracy’ albeit of an interpretative transcription of a 
good source, or because of its critical editing of its sources, but the 
two cases are different, and may involve different assessments of 
‘accuracy’, both in source and editor. 

All that is obvious enough, and there is no need to labour the 
possible varieties of ‘accuracy’ and ‘inaccuracy’. But when Harnack 
gives his twenty-three pages of ‘instances of inaccuracy and dis- 
crepancy’ in Acts,46 we seem to be looking at phenomena of a much 
more exiguous kind. His point is that these flaws belong to the style 
of Luke himself, as they occur alike in all the six bodies of tradition he 
distinguishes. Thus there are awkward changes of subject (6:6b; 8:17; 
16:10; 16:29; chosen from different strands, among many other ex- 
amples), shifts between direct and indirect speech or between 611 
and the infinitive (1:4; 7:7; 17:3; 27:10; different strands), prolepsis in 
narrative (4:1-3; 17:5; 28:1-2).47 The list could be enormously ex- 
tended. The objection is raised at 1:24; 4:19, 24ff., etc., that two or 
more persons are made to speak in unison. Yet, in reality, Harnack's 
objection is directed not so much at Luke as at the nature of human 
language. No normal speech or writing could bear the hypercritical 
analysis used here. There would be a serious category mistake in ob- 
jecting to the truth of talk about ‘sunrise’ or ‘sunset’ on the ground 
that such language embodies an archaic notion of solar movement 
rooted in an ‘untrue’, pre-Copernican astronomy, or about ‘disaster’ 
or ‘lunatic’ because these words are rooted in an astrological world- 
view.48 The metaphor in each case is dead, so dead that we never 
normally think of its strict or etymological meaning. In a similar way 
we report the substance of a conversation, perhaps even with an 
admixture of direct speech, without ever thinking of dividing up the 
dialogue parts of the participants. The issue here is not accuracy, but 
normal selectivity and abbreviation to suit the hearer and accord 


46 Harnack, Acts, pp. 203-25, with summary and conclusions, pp. 225-31. 

47 Harnack's argument depends on his source-critical theory. Apart from this 
we may observe that his phenomena are spread in every part of the book. For 
the difficulty of sustaining oratio obliqua in Hellenistic idiom cf. I.H. Mar- 
shall ‘Luke xvi.8B— Who Commended the Unjust Steward?’ in JTS ns. 19 
(1968), pp. 618-19. 

48 With ‘lunatic’ cf. cednvidCea8ar in Mt. 4:24; 17:15, where however the 
connection with popular aetiology may be much closer. 
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with the ordinary limits of human language, memory and patience. 

The use of constructiones ad sensum and the like may be noted as 
a feature of Luke's style. But it is doubtful that it bears any significant 
relation to our question of ‘accuracy’. His writing certainly does not 
display the self-conscious, pedantic purism of the subsequent literary 
Atticism, but that is not the issue at stake. One is driven back to 
search Harnack again for matters of more substance in his list. And, 
curiously, in the latter part of his list he frequently rejects inaccu- 
racies which had been identified by Weiss, sometimes involving 
correction by conjectural emendation or interpolation theories which 
Harnack rejects. In the end it is bewildering. If this were the sub- 
stance of the case for the prosecution, the charge must be dismissed. 
There is no case to answer, and our present study is superfluous. It is 
true that Harnack is looking for ‘inaccuracy’ on a narrow front; he 
does not for instance specify obvious problems like the death of 
Judas. But he certainly means to include historical inaccuracies, even 
if he seems so little able to find serious ones. Yet his work here might 
give too easy a passage, to acquit Luke by faint accusation. Our in- 
vestigation is far from concluded, if only because Harnack is in this 
area an aberrant phenomenon from the mainstream of German 
scholarship since his day, and because Haenchen is made of much 
sterner stuff. Harnack serves here as a significant illustration of the 
problems inherent in unresolved differences of expectation. 

Similar kinds of exploration might be made of words like ‘reliable’ 
and ‘trustworthy’, highlighting different facets of the qualities we 
seek in our source. We may ask ‘reliable as what?’ The question may 
be whether Luke is reliable as a historical source for Jesus and the 
primitive church, or as a witness to the concerns of the church in his 
own later day, whether reliable as an authority for details of travel 
or for primitive preaching. Is he ‘trustworthy’, in the sense that we 
are so favourably impressed with him where we can check him that 
we are inclined to take his word where we cannot? There is a ques- 
tion of the onus of proof to be explored. 

Such considerations help to illustrate the complexity of the 
problem opened up by the attempt to reach a satisfactory under- 
standing of the meaning of historicity. Therefore I have listed in con- 
clusion not so much a definition as a tabulation of guidelines to what 
seem to be the reasonable expectations of historicity in a writing like 
Acts. Some of these points are provisional or anticipatory. Some will 
be discussed and justified more specifically in the chapter on ancient 
historiography; others may need to be modified in the course of later 
study. But these propositions are offered as setting the profile of the 
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investigation. 

(1) We cannot base far-reaching conclusions simplistically upon 
confirmatory or discrepant detail. We are concerned first to know the 
qualities of Acts in general and in principle. This is not inconsistent 
with developing a refined and qualified estimate, but such a judg- 
ment must be broadly based and well substantiated rather than 
derived from an atomized qualification of harmonizations or con- 
tradictions. 

(2) It is then appropriate to ask whether Luke is habitually and in 
general a trustworthy source by the standards of his day, whether he 
exhibits accuracy or inaccuracy of mind, a general conscience for, or 
a general disregard of, historical fact. Again, the pattern may not be 
simple. He may prove inconsistent, or vary markedly according to his 
source. The answer may again have to be a refined one, broadly 
based on the assessment of his methods and performance. 

(3) It is important to decide whether the narrative gives an essen- 
tially accurate chronological outline, but this does not involve the 
strictly chronological sequence of every detail. This is a subject for 
further study. There is for instance a wide difference between the 
principles of arrangement appropriate to an episodic or anecdotal 
narrative and those appropriate to a sequential narrative. Chrono- 
logical arrangement is itself but one variety of arrangement, and 
sufficient attention must be paid to it in a historical account. But the 
natural complexity of events and the needs of explanatory recapitu- 
lation and anticipation preclude the rigid linearity of events which 
figures in some critical expectations. Yet explicit notes of time and 
the distinctness of ostensibly separate incidents are to be pressed. If 
for instance we are persuaded that the Jerusalem visits described in 
Acts 11 and Acts 15 are doublets of the same events or that one or 
both are seriously misplaced, such views are to be seen as strong 
points against historicity. 

(4) Narratives are embodied in natural, phenomenological lan- 
guage, which is not to be judged by over-literal criteria. Though inde- 
pendent sources for the same incidents are not commonly available 
for Acts, it will not necessarily matter for historicity if such cases 
exhibit varying details and perspectives, provided the differences are 
not radically contradictory. Indeed, we should be concerned to force 
neither harmonization nor contradiction, if only because we stand in 
too distant an external position to possess a completeness of context 
on which such decisions are likely to depend. There may be places 
where we have enough information to attempt a positive fit. Other- 
wise we are wise to be cautious. 

(5) The possibility of interlocking sources is however important, 
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notably in the larger relationship of Acts with Epistles, not in the 
narrow sense of harmonization, but in considering whether the dif- 
ferent strands together contribute to the enlargement of a broadly 
consistent picture. If this is found to be a fruitful approach, this factor 
tells in favour of historicity, broadly conceived; if conversely the nar- 
rative is not historical, we should expect a lack of patterned corre- 
lation and illumination from the approach. But it remains difficult to 
reverse the latter proposition, to prove a negative verdict from 
negative evidence. 

(6) Historicity is not necessarily at stake in the phenomena of 
incomplete or selective narrative. There is again a background in 
ancient theory, to which we must return. Omissions may need to be 
amenable to very different kinds of explanation: one of them may 
even be the lack of evidence meeting appropriate criteria; not mere 
ignorance, but belief or knowledge which falls short of a requisite 
selected standard of authentication. To suggest such a thing of Acts 
may seem to beg the question, but we are not asserting this, merely 
mentioning the possibility as one existing in ancient historio- 
graphical theory, even if neglected in modern simplistic assumptions 
about the ancient so-called ‘pre-critical’ method. 

(7) It is an inescapable question of historicity whether or not the 
miracles happened. The issue is not always necessarily clear-cut. 
Luke is sometimes ambiguous in what he means us to interpret as 
miraculous, and we are not necessarily committed to his interpre- 
tations. But, apart from the occasional doubtful case, the acceptance 
or rejection of the miracles, or of individual miracles, is a matter 
whose crucial implications for historicity we cannot minimize. The 
fact that it is such a sensitive matter only reinforces the delicacy 
needed in unravelling the issues. 

(8) It is also an essential question of historicity whether or not the 
substance of the speeches in Acts is authentic. It is crucial to note the 
distinction implied in the phrase ‘the substance of the speeches’, for 
even if we accept this, we shall say they are not transcriptions, but 
accounts rewritten in Luke's own style. The issue of historicity here 
lies between the view that they are Lukan summaries of events and 
that they are Lukan theological constructs independent of the sub- 
stance of what was actually said on a historical occasion. 

(9) An important issue is the assessment of precision and of ap- 
proximation in the reporting of details. Neither lends itself to a 
simple evaluation. Inconsequential details may give scope for 
checking with external evidence, and are less amenable to the expla- 
nation from theological Tendenz, but some would see such specifics 
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as personal names as insertions created by the expansive tendencies 
of the laws of tradition. Approximation, too, even vagueness, is open 
to evident attack, but may also be due to the careful reserve of the 
writer who will not specify beyond the limits or credentials of his 
evidence. In fact both specificity and approximation may be used in 
opposite directions. A natural balance between inconsequential pre- 
cision and reserve may be the expression of an accurate mind, but the 
probabilities must be carefully weighed before identifying this or a 
contrary pattern in the profile of the evidence. 

(10) It should not need repeating that the presence of a theological 
motif is not necessarily a disproof of historicity. All sophisticated 
history is in its degree interpretative, and history and theology may 
not necessarily conflict, but run on parallel lines. The simplistic use of 
the argument against historicity on this score is a radical non se- 
quitur, and while we recognize that reputable scholarship does not 
usually fall into such crudities, the danger is pervasive and often 
latent, and all the steps in the argument need to be established, and 
none the less when the position defended is deemed ‘critical’ rather 
than ‘traditional’. It is a pity if the ‘critical’ position is less than 
rigorously presented because its popularity renders it less open to 
debate. The historical issue may where possible need to be settled 
apart from the theological. 

(11) Our working view of historicity is thus descriptive and prag- 
matic rather than definitive, and involves bringing the preceding 
points into the modern perspective. Our real interest is to know what 
use we can make of Acts as a historical source for primitive Chris- 
tianity. We need an estimate of its qualities, along the main lines of 
cleavage outlined above, and with due regard to its own cultural 
context, which will enable us to handle it critically, in the best and 
most open sense of that word. 


4. Approaches to the Question 


Although much has already been said (albeit in passing) about the 
present author's concepts of history and historical method,’9 a brief 
clearing of the methodological ground may be necessary, impelled 
rather by the awareness of some recent trends in New Testament 
study than by the essential needs of the case. I propose for the mo- 
ment to label four conceivable types of approach to historicity: 1) the 
harmonistic, 2) the redactional, 3) the contextual, and 4) the socio- 
logical. They differ widely in status and acceptability, but they are 


49 Furthermore, in the specific discussions of text and evidence which follow 
(where the strength of my case lies), the theory will be seen in practice. 
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not necessarily distinct and incompatible, and there may be at least a 
limited role for any of them, even if some like the harmonistic, need 
to be held within narrow bounds. There is an obvious tendency for 
the harmonistic to be congenial to the apologist,59 and the redac- 
tional, while more sophisticated, may lend itself to the sceptic, 
especially if it be allowed to overshadow the debate so far as to 
preempt interaction and criticism from alternative stances. At best 
the redactional approach incorporates an inherent uncertainty, for it 
has to penetrate the mind and motives of a writer in an alien cultural 
context. That difficulty need not prompt the pessimism of a Nine- 
ham, but it does show the stronger focus upon the ‘contextual’ ap- 
proach as a factor of basic importance. And the redactional approach 
suffers from the further disability that it claims to tell us directly not 
about the trustworthiness of the narrative, but about the theological 
concerns of the writer or his church in a later setting. To work back 
through ‘style criticism’ and ‘tradition criticism’ in Acts is a difficult 
and slippery task. There are few footholds to secure the missing 
sections of the argument. 

There is then something of an impasse if historical criticism is 
treated as equivalent to a thoroughgoing application of tradition 
and redaction criticism.5! It is important that the insights of these 
approaches are weighed, that the redactional factor is recognized, 
that the alternatives offered by redactional study are given their due 
attention as options, but also important that such redactional views 
are brought under constant scrutiny by the control of such external 
objectivity as we can attain through the meticulous and represen- 
tative study of the context in its own terms. This too is admittedly 
difficult ground, for our knowledge of the context is often frag- 
mentary. But we must not be content with redactional studies which 
ignore the contextual, for they seem to be ignoring a necessary con- 
trol which must be allowed to strengthen or contest their argument. 
Nor should we be satisfied with conclusions reached on redactional 
grounds which subsequently adduce unrepresentative historical 


50 I use this word without the pejorative connotation it often seems to bear 
in scholarly study. It is an honourable office to be an apologist for a position of 
which one is firmly convinced, and the criticism is only applicable where an 
apologetic motive is permitted to cover a lowering of academic standards or 
integrity. If a conviction is well grounded, the best scholarship will in the 
long run be the best apologetic for it. In any case it is good to caution against 
overplaying harmonization as a method. 

51 For a balanced, broader discussion of ‘historical criticism’ see ILH. Marshall, 
‘Historical Criticism’, in New Testament Interpretation, ed. I.H. Marshall 
(Exeter: Paternoster, 1977), pp. 126-38. 
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data, even of a sophisticated documentary kind, to confirm opinions 
based on different reasons. 

But the purpose of this brief section is not to labour these familiar 
lines of debate, save as they highlight afresh the importance of the 
contextual approach. The study of context has in a sense received 
new impetus in recent years through the growth of the interest in the 
sociology of the New Testament.52 The plea for context can now be 
made in a somewhat changed climate, where it may expect to meet a 
sympathetic hearing. But just for that reason, it is important that we 
discriminate between the qualities of distinct methods which may 
pass for one because they are sometimes concurrent, or because they 
ask similar questions and may reach similar answers. Our main 
pragmatic distinction may be characterized as a contrast between the 
‘contextual’ and the ‘sociological’. The difficulty for both is caused by 
the fragmentary nature of our knowledge of the ancient world. 

This distinction, in broadest terms, that between the methods of 
the historian and of the sociologist, though it may be unfair to put it 
so simplistically. The ‘historian’ works inductively from the unique 
and particular, and the social historian in particular assesses how far 
his mass of data is representative of the social whole to which it 
belongs. The ‘sociologist’ (in our simplified sense) accommodates the 
particular to his theoretical understanding of what is representative. 

There is a valid place in argument both for induction and for de- 
duction. There is also a valid prospect of making progress in know- 
ledge by a judicious combination of them, though this also easily en- 
genders the dangers of spiral or even circular reasoning. But the 
‘sociological’ approach may too easily proceed upon the assumption 


52 The field was reopened by E.A. Judge, The Social Pattern of Christian 
Groups in the First Century (London: Tyndale, 1960); cf. among many later 
studies J.G. Gager, Kingdom and Community: The Social World of Early 
Christianity (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1975); A.J. Malherbe, Social 
Aspects of Early Christianity (Baton Rouge and London: Louisiana State Uni- 
versity Press, 1977); G. Theissen, The First Followers of Jesus. A Sociological 
Analysis of the Earliest Christianity (London: SCM, 1978), tr. by J. Bowden 
from Soziologie der Jesusbewegung: Ein Beitrag zur Entstehungsgeschichte 
des Urchristentums (Munich: Chr. Kaiser Verlag, 1977); published in 
America as Sociology of Early Palestinian Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1978); The Social Setting of Pauline Christianity. Essays on Corinth, tr. 
by J.H. Schiitz from various German publications (Philadelphia: Fortress 
Press, 1982); R.F. Hock, The Social Context of Paul's Ministry. Tentmaking 
and Apostleship (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1980); W.A. Meeks, The First 
Urban Christians. The Social World of the Apostle Paul (New Haven and 
London: Yale University Press, 1983). The continuing influence of Adolf 
Deissmann's classic studies Paul and Light from the Ancient East should 
not be forgotten. 
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that the facts are known. E.A. Judge refers to what he terms the 
‘sociological fallacy’, not the less real for its care to guard against the 
opposite error of judging the formation of Paul's world wholly 
through theological structures.53 He cites B. Holmberg's assumption 
that the first stage of collecting the phenomena is done: ‘There exists 
a considerable degree of consensus among scholars on the vast 
majority of details concerning philological and historical fact’.54 But 
Judge is correct in thinking that it is precisely in this first stage that a 
radical weakness persists. Until the basic factual work is done tho- 
roughly and representatively there is a danger inherent in importing 
social models which have been developed in the study of quite 
different cultures.55 In the factual tradition derived from primary 
sources we are too prone to capitalize still on the legacy of Lightfoot 
(who is dated) and Ramsay (who is despised). We need to assess at 
first hand the new non-literary materials (especially in our case the 
inscriptions) with the rigour attained by the older scholarship. 

There are then several points on which we must reassert the spe- 
cial importance of contextual historical study. (1) Without entering 
into detailed criticism of the ‘sociological’ approach, historical study 
is needed, often in a basic and traditional sense, as the methodolo- 
gical means of attaining a similar end. (2) There is an ongoing need, 


53 E.A. Judge, ‘The Social Identity of the First Christians: A Question of 
Method in Religious History’, JRH 11 (1980-81), pp. 201-17; citing pp. 209-12. 

54 B. Holmberg, Paul and Power. The Structure of Authority in the Primi- 
tive Church as Reflected in the Pauline Epistles (Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1978), 
p. 2, cited by Judge, ‘Social Identity’, p. 210. Cf. Holmberg's picture of the 
investigation as like that of an anthropologist collecting phenomena and or- 
ganizing them into conceptual structures (loc. cit.). 

55 Cf. my review of J.H. Elliott, A Home for the Homeless. A Sociological 
Exegesis of 1 Peter, Its Situation and Strategy. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 
1981), JSNT 24 (1985), pp. 120-23. While recognizing the vigour and learning 
of Elliott's work, I am disquieted that he has prematurely imposed a model 
upon a hypothetical setting which he has documented mostly from secondary 
sources, where the representative use of the inscriptions might give pause, or 
indeed point in other directions. Most recently E.A. Judge writes: ‘Even if one 
accepts the assumptions of social determinism, the problem with this kind of 
explanation is that we simply do not know enough about the day-to-day 
workings of rank and status in the Roman world of the Caesars and St. Paul. 
The theories have usually been hammered out in the laboratory of a South- 
Seas-island anthropologist, and then transposed half-way around the world, 
and across two millennia, without adequate testing for applicability in the 
new setting: so powerful is the assumption of the indelible pattern of human 
social behaviour’. Rank and Status in the World of the Caesars and St. Paul 
(Christchurch NZ: University of Canterbury, 1982), p. 10. Judge's response is 
to insist on the importance of original documents, in this case the papyri. 
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beyond the necessary limits of our present topic, for the attainment 
of a detailed social profile of the context of primitive Christianity, 
analysed where possible by dates and individual cities, to illumine 
questions like the local strength of Judaism or local varieties of pa- 
gan religion or civic organization, and provide some framework for 
evaluating the Christian reaction. (3) We need study of the environ- 
ment in its own terms, not merely as a means to an end of answering 
theological questions. There is also however a converse need, where 
the problems are posed by our Biblical texts themselves, and we are 
anxious to answer them. It is ultimately necessary to work from both 
ends, but with care against the pitfalls of method which may super- 
vene if we try to take short cuts. (4) The concerns of our present study 
may sometimes afford to sit loose to the broader interest in socio- 
logy, or indeed social history, where we are preoccupied rather with 
the application of specific factual details. It is often through small 
and incidental points of fact that a text may be checked against its 
context, though we must be very careful about the conclusions drawn 
from such details. (5) All this leads to the crucial question whether the 
context to which these studies point us is the context of the historical 
Paul (or of the historical Jesus), or the context of Luke's church. If the 
latter be thought to be considerably removed in time from the for- 
mer, the difference may be extremely significant, and carry appre- 
ciable implications for our study. 


5. The Textual Problem 


Our present undertaking is subject to a further dimension of tangled 
complexity in the factor of textual variation in Acts, where the so- 
called ‘Western’ tradition raises questions of definition, homoge- 
neity, originality, source and tendency. In older studies its bearing on 
historicity was linked fairly directly to the question whether the 
‘Western’ text as an entity was the ‘original’ text, or otherwise de- 
serving of special respect. The newer stress is upon understanding 
the history of text-types, apart from a preoccupation with ‘original’ 
readings.56 Our immediate difficulty is to demarcate the limits of 
our need to be involved in the textual question for the special pur- 
pose of our study. 

Even when we start from the position that Codex Bezae is the 
most important witness to a type of text, uniquely longer and 


56 EJ. Epp, The Theological Tendency of Codex Bezae Cantabrigiensis in 
Acts (CUP, 1966), pp. 13-14. See also the useful survey article, F. Pack, ‘The 
“Western” Text of Acts’, RQ 4 (1960), pp. 220-34. 
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divergent in Acts, which may for convenience be loosely termed 
‘Western’, we have not yet established the homogeneous identity of 
the type, or indeed of the manuscript. There are such complex 
possibilities of contamination in transmission that the pure ‘Western’ 
text may appear as an archetypal abstraction, a hypothetical entity 
to be inferred, rather than precisely reconstructed, from the broad 
and patterned attestation of its most characteristic peculiarities. 
Even when we assume the early existence and homogeneous identity 
of what amounts to being an alternative edition of Acts, its status 
remains problematic. Is it a secondary expansion of the 
‘Alexandrian’ text,5” or the ‘original’ from which the other has been 
abridged?58 Are both ultimately to be t1uced to the same hand, as 
draft and finalized editions of the same work?59 Is the Western text 
relatively free of any special point of view,*9 or is it marked by an 
overall anti-Jewish or other theological tendency which help 
significantly to explain its special character?6! 

We cannot attempt to pursue these questions at this stage, nor to 
prejudge the textual problem as a whole. It will suffice for the 
present to offer briefly some pragmatic guidelines for negotiating 
prospective pitfalls. (1) I shall work with the provisional assumption 
that the ‘Alexandrian’ text is in general to be preferred, and it would 
certainly be unwise to presuppose any minority positions. Yet such a 
general assumption will be open to modification or correction, and 


5? Thus B.F. Westcott and F.J.A. Hort, The New Testament in the Original 
Greek. (London: Macmillan, 2nd edn 1896), Introduction and Appendix 
volumes. Introduction, pp. 120-21, 172-75; J.H. Ropes in BC 3. cexxiv-cexxv; 
and many others. Westcott and Hort themselves protest strongly against the 
broader use of the term ‘Alexandrian’ for the type they prefer to call ‘Neutral’ 
(pp. 129-30), but their own word may seem to beg the question. 

58 A.C. Clark, Acts, Introduction, esp. pp. xxxi-xxxii. 

59 F. Blass, Acta Apostolorum (Leipzig: Teubner, 1896), Praefatio; followed 
by T. Zahn. Einleitung 2.339-60 = Introduction 3.8-41. Blass argued that the 
‘Western’ text was the earlier draft. 

60 Thus Ropes, BC 3.ccxxxiii, though he acknowledges an emphasis on 
Gentile interests. Westcott and Hort, Introduction, pp. 282-84 had actually 
denied dogmatic alteration of texts as a factor in transmission, a view rejected 
from more recent scholarly perspectives. 

61 Among earlier essays in this direction we may note J. Rendel Harris, 
Codex Bezae. A Study of the So-called Western Text of the New Testament. 
Texts and Studies 2 (CUP, 1891), pp. 148-53 and 228-34, finding successively 
Montanist and Marcionite influences in individual Western readings. The 
most systematic study is now that of Epp, Tendency. In all these debates we 
must not forget the remarkable differences between the expanded character of 
the Western text of Acts and its less aberrant, even ‘non-interpolated’, 
features in the Gospels. 
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will be held loosely in the constant awareness of the complex variety 
of opinion. (2) Great caution must be used with regard to eclecticism 
in textual questions, not because eclecticism is necessarily wrong, but 
because it lends itself all too easily to the unconscious tendency to 
choose what is attractive for one's case. It may indeed be on almost 
any view that D preserves some significant original readings, or 
some accurate traditions independent of other texts, or the like. Such 
phenomena may certainly be noted, but we should refrain from using 
them to an end, except as they might help to a more coherent 
understanding of the nature of the Western text itself and its sources, 
but that in its turn is a question of such difficulty that it is wise to 
avoid any pretension to solve it parenthetically. (3) Conversely, the 
origin of the Western text is an important historical question in its 
own right, and any light we may gain on it could be a strand in the 
complex of historical authentication. But we must again stress the 
difficulty of expecting secure progress on this front. (4) The ultimate 
underlying reason for this reiterated caution is our belief that the 
Western text is not the ‘original’ text-form or edition of Acts. The nub 
of our question is not then raised by it directly. Yet, if not ‘original’, 
the fact remains that its roots go so near the original and form so 
much a single complex with it that they are difficult to disentangle. If 
for instance we accepted the now unfashionable option that the two 
editions were by the same author, and especially if he be identified 
with the traditional Luke, new questions would at once be posed. Did 
this author re-edit his own work from a later redactional perspec- 
tive, or did he add good traditions discovered in the interval (if the 
‘Western’ is later), or omit otiose or doubtfully accredited details (if 
the ‘Alexandrian’ is later)? Or did his redaction exhibit a mixture of 
phenomena? Even if this two-edition view of Blass and Zahn is now 
little accepted, it serves to illustrate the clinging intricacy of the case. 
Our safeguard is again to avoid any textual special pleading which 
might be turned to account in making a case. 

We may in general accept the balance of probability that the 
longer text is more likely to be derived from the shorter by explana- 
tory gloss and expansion than the shorter abbreviated from the 
longer. This balance is confirmed by the character of the distinctive 
western readings, which often read like inferential enlargements. It 
throws in clearer relief those few individual ‘Western’ readings 
which have been more widely received as likely to preserve authentic 
details. The assessment of these cases is difficult, for additional pre- 
cision may be variously explained. J.H. Ropes, who is very cautious, 
offers three examples: kal peivavtes év Tpwyvdiw (before reaching 
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Miletus, Acts 20:15); kal Mupa (following els Tdtapa ,Acts 21:1); and 
5.’ t\wepav Sexdtevte (for the time taken to traverse the sea of 
Cilicia and Pamphylia en route for Rome, Acts 27:5).62 The first is 
the most widely attested, and is geographically appropriate, sugges- 
tive even of delay in negotiating the narrow strait between Trogyl- 
lium and Samos as a reason for not arriving earlier at Miletus. The 
mention of Myra is again geographically apt, if perhaps gratuitous 
or assimilated to the reference in 27:5. In that same verse the ‘fifteen 
days’ suits well enough the tempo of the belated autumn voyage 
against persistently adverse winds. Yet none of these readings is 
assured, and perhaps only the first has a strong claim.63 M.J. La- 
grange adds four more cases of this type which he believes could well 
be authentic: at Peter's escape from prison katéBnoav tos énTa 
Ba8povs (12:10); Paul taught in the school of Tyrannus (Tupavvlov D) 
‘from the fifth hour to the tenth’ (19:9); the crowd of demonstrators 
with Demetrius chanted 8papévtes els 1d dpdodov (19:28); and the 
centurion ‘delivered the prisoners to the captain of the guard’ (otpa- 
toTreSdpxw) (28:16).64 Again, though the cases differ, and some again 
are attractive, perhaps none are original.6 They are instructive for 
the task of trying to discriminate about the historical value of detail. 
Some of them might preserve accurate facts without belonging to the 
original text. ‘The seven steps’ look like a piece of gratuitous detail 
inserted by someone who supposed, rightly or wrongly, that he knew 
the place. It does not read like Luke- or Peter. It is an erratic boulder, 
an oddity which does not belong, however parenthetically. Inconse- 
quential detail may authenticate when it is unstudied, but this looks 
both otiose and contrived. The other three cases all incorporate 
picturesque additions which may be appropriate and indeed true, 
without therefore being necessarily original. The last has its claim 


62 Ropes, p. CCxxxv. 

63 None of these readings is accepted in B.M. Metzger, A Textual 
Commentary on the Greek New Testament (London and New York: United 
Bible Societies, 1971), the shorter versions being given preference on a 
probability rating respectively {C}, {C), {B}. The relative magnitude of the 
textual problem in Acts is shown by the fact that Metzger devotes 245 pages to 
it, beside 258 for the four gospels and 263 for the rest of the NT, the number of 
pages of text in the UBS edition being respectively 113, 415 and 367. 

64 M.J. Lagrange, Introduction a l'étude du Nouveau Testament. II Critique 
textuelle (Paris: Gabalda, 2nd edn, 1935), pp. 396-97. 

65 Metzger assigns probability (B) to the shorter readings of 19:9 and 28:16. 
The other two additions do not rate even that degree of hesitation before 
rejection. 

66 For the idea that Paul used a lecture-room during Tyrannus’ siesta, cf. the 
epigram on the hours of the Roman day (Martial 4.8). The personal name 
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buttressed by its wider attestation in Byzantine manuscripts. 

If these instances give a fair sampling, the results are somewhat 
negative. They do not suffice for trying to dismiss the problem, but do 
reinforce the reserve with which we propose to view Western 
readings. We may be constrained on occasion to include them in the 
necessary scope of debate, perhaps even as a secondary vehicle of 
authentic local colour, or the like, but we shall not build on them. And 
it is notable that these few cases which have commended themselves 
to recent scholarship are all matters of factual detail without theo- 
logical import, and incur possible rejection upon straight grounds of 
textual criticism and historical verisimilitude or appropriateness. 
There is less disposition to find priority anywhere in the theology of 
D and its allies, where its apparent tendencies are aligned with its 
expansive and explicative relation to the shorter text in Acts. 


6. Sources for the Context 


It seems important to specify both the extent and the limitations of 
the collateral evidence. There is for instance a relative lack of secular 
Greek literature in the first century, a feature perhaps due in part to 
the growth of Atticism and its prevalence in the task of the period 
immediately following.6”7 The principal names are Strabo and Dio- 
nysius of Halicarnassus at the turn of the Christian era, Dioscorides, 
Josephus and Philo the nearest contemporaries of Paul, and Dio 
Chrysostom, Epictetus and Plutarch overlapping the next century. It 
is remarkable that two of these are Jewish, and of acknowledged 
importance for the background of early Christianity, and also that all 
the others, save Plutarch, are of Anatolian birth, touching the land of 
Paul's origin and the focus of his travels in the Lukan narrative. The 
many other names preserved comprise epigrammatists in the Greek 
Anthology, or medical and historical writers known only from frag- 
mentary citations. Josephus and Philo obviously stand apart, and the 
former is obviously of unique significance for our present study. 


‘Tyrannus’, as against ‘Tyrannius’ in D, is attested in Ephesian inscriptions. 
dudoSov may mean ‘street’, ‘highway’ (Hesychius popn, dyud, Slo80s), and has 
then been supposed to refer to the great avenue from the theatre to the har- 
bour at Ephesus, surviving today as reconstructed by Arcadius (cf. Ramsay, 
CRE p. 153), but the word is usually employed in the papyri of a city ‘quarter’ 
or ‘ward’. I defer discussion of the important Western reading at 11:28, which 
offers an anticipatory ‘we-passage’. 

67 Cf. E.A. Judge, ‘St. Paul and Classical Society’, p. 31 for this point. This 
programmatic study of the context of Paul is of seminal importance, and of 
immediate relevance to the related, and perhaps even more difficult, problem 
of the context of Luke. 


58 The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History 


Otherwise, apart from a select few of higher literary pretension, the 
first century is notable as an era of technical writing. 

The surviving Latin literature of this time is at once much richer 
and different in its ethos and relevance. Of the great Augustans, Livy 
and Ovid lived into the Christian era. The century and its immediate 
aftermath were dominated by the great writers of ‘Silver Latin’, 
Lucan, Martial, Persius, Petronius, Pliny the Elder, Seneca, Quin- 
tilian, and Statius, followed by Juvenal, Pliny the Younger, Suetonius 
and Tacitus, among many lesser figures. More technical writing was 
represented by such as Celsus, Columella, Frontinus, Manilius and 
Scribonius Largus.6? The higher Roman literature of this time was 
somewhat esoterically aristocratic, heavily influenced by the preva- 
lence of rhetoric in education, so that its most brilliant practitioners 
often cultivated a bizarre individuality of allusive brevity, advised by 
the taste of a literary coterie and declaimed at public readings.70 
Viewed from this perspective Judaism and incipient Christianity 
were matters of small account, and when mentioned at all are 
treated with distaste and contempt.7! But it needs to be emphasizing 
that this is a narrowly Roman viewpoint, remote from the everyday 
world of Luke and Paul within the exceedingly complex civilization 
of the day. There is even a ‘Roman fallacy’ which writes a context of 


68 I omit notice of writings of uncertain date and provenance like the 
Library of Apollodorus, which may belong to this century. The Letters of 
Apollonius of Tyana, if authentic, are contemporary, but the Philostratean 
literature is of the early 3rd century. We may compare this sparse array witha 
more diversified list of second century writers of Greek: Aelius Aristides, Ap- 
pian, Arrian, Artemidorus of Daldis, Athenaeus, Galen, Lucian, Marcus Au- 
relius, Pausanias, Pollux, Polyaenus, Ptolemy, apart from the three major 
names above who overlapped from the first. The Asiatic provenance is 
strongly represented among these also. The impression that the first century 
is an epoch dominated by Fachprosa may be a misleading consequence of the 
pattern of survival: Judge pleads for someone to write the history of the lost 
Greek literature of this time, Judge, ‘St. Paul and Classical Society’, p. 31. 

69 The classification is of course arbitrary, for the elder Pliny was a pedantic 
polymath rather than a stylist, and is placed in the former list in deference to 
his fame, whereas Manilius wrote astronomical poetry, and Martial and 
Statius were near-contemporaries of the later group. 

70 This may be largely true even of many of the more apparently ‘technical’ 
writings. The knowledge displayed may be that of the well-read gentleman 
littérateur, not that of practical or clinical experience. 

71 The famous references to Christianity are in Tac. Ann. 15.44; Suet. Claud. 
25.4 (probably) and Nero 16.2; Pliny Ep. 10.96, 97; also Tac. Hist. 5.2-5, 8-13, 
and note the pejorative remarks about Jews and Christians e.g. in Tac. Hist. 
5.5; Quintilian Inst. Or. 3.7.21; Juv. 3.13-14; 6.157-60, 542-47; 14.96-106. 
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New Testament times out of imperial history and literature, perhaps 
rather baldly juxtaposed with a Jewish background written out of 
gleanings from Josephus, Qumran and the Rabbis, and a generalized 
view of Hellenistic culture. The context (or rather contexts) of Luke 
or of Paul need to be studied in much more specific and integrated 
terms.72 The value of the Latin writers is less direct. They are his- 
torical sources: Tacitus in particular is indispensable for the larger 
political framework. But we need the means to gain a more closely 
focused picture, specifically for instance on the relevant cities of Asia 
Minor or Greece. 

We have focused thus far on the contemporary century, combining 
as it happens literature strictly coeval with historical retrospect from 
near-contemporaries, notably Josephus and Tacitus. Writings ear- 
lier, concurrent or later have different kinds of relevance: we shall be 
concerned, for instance, to explore the previous course of historio- 
graphy in order to discriminate among the possible concepts avail- 
able to Luke from an understanding of the building of the cultural en- 
vironment of his day; in the strictly contemporaneous we may catch 
an illuminating nuance or inflection; in the closely subsequent the 
nearest attempts at historical synthesis.”3 

But for the moment we aim to look more closely at the immediate 
environment of local and social context. The most extensive category 
of evidence here is that of the tens of thousands of inscriptions, of 
which the cities of Asia Minor are actually the most prolific source. 
The newly published corpus of the inscriptions of Ephesus contains 
more than 5000 texts from that city alone,”4 and Ephesus is but one 
of hundreds of cities in the land, if also perhaps the most richly 
documented of them all.75 This is not the type of evidence we might 
have chosen, and we must recognize that any detailed study involves 
sifting through hundreds of monotonously similar epitaphs and de- 
dications for what may seem small and marginal returns. Yet in the 
long run this task can scarcely be neglected, and historical criticism by 
dogmatism or by generalization is difficult to sustain without at least 


72 Cf. Judge, ‘St. Paul and Classical Society’, pp. 24-25. His concern over the 
nature of the task is highlighted again in his review of F.F. Bruce, New 
Testament History, a book which he sees as the best of its kind, but which 
does not wholly silence his unease (JRH 7 [1972], pp. 163-65). 

73 This reinforces the caution against the tendency to write a cultural history 
of literary forms out of the assumed significance of later parallels. 

74 Die Inschriften von Ephesos (Inschiften griechischen Staédte aus Klein- 
asien 11,1), ed. H. Wankel et al. (Bonn: Rudolf Habelt, 1979-81). 

75 The topographical index to W.M. Calder and G.E. Bean, A Classical Map 
of Asia Minor (London: British Institute of Archaeology at Ankara, 1957) lists 
some 1600 names, of which the large majority are those of identified cities. 
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some first-hand acquaintance with the range, difficulty and limita- 
tions of this material. There is of course only a small proportion of 
the texts containing lexical, terminological or onomastic minutiae 
directly illustrative of Acts, and these have obvious relevance, though 
not as short cuts to instant apologetic. The larger value may be less 
tangible, to document the environment, if only in the fragmentary 
way permitted by the material. As with the papyri, we sometimes 
gain a vivid glimpse of the lives of unknown people, while major 
problems go unanswered. Yet there is a difference, for in the papyri 
we catch people informally, in the ephemeral concerns destined for 
the rubbish-heap, whereas the stone-cutter is engaged to make a 
record for posterity. 

Inscriptions may be precisely dated, or approximate or possible 
datings may sometimes be inferred on various grounds.”6 Coins, 
which are a similar category of evidence, are also datable, and for a 
few favoured cities, like Ephesus and Tarsus, they may help to docu- 
ment the vicissitudes of their history over several centuries. The right 
to strike coins was a jealously guarded prerogative of civic indepen- 
dence. Coinage often sheds light on local history, occupations, and 
especially religious symbolism, of which we should otherwise be 
ignorant.?7 

A problem with both categories is that the picture they give, being 
fragmentary, may not be representative. It is a fair guess that it is 
heavily weighted towards the more literate and Hellenized values of 
cities where Anatolian or other oriental cultures existed. The coins 
for instance show a clear tendency to assimilate the emblems of 
native cult to the portrayal of Olympian deities and classical myth,’8 


76 Examples are references to known persons or events, or to terms or titles 
introduced at known dates. For the Roman period the types of Romanized 
personal names are often of much circumstantial value, as where the prae- 
nomen and nomen of an enfranchising emperor provides a terminus post 
quem or the recurrence of the prenominal ‘Aurelius’ indicates a date soon 
after the Constitutio Antoniniana of AD 212. The use of letter-forms for 
dating is a specialist matter, and at best hazardous for this period, when the 
lapidary alphabet and its variants had long since matured, and a welter of 
stylistic revivals and crude inconsistencies coexists. For a valuable introduc- 
tion see A.G. Woodhead, The Study of Greek Inscriptions (CUP, 1967), esp. 
ch. 5; note however that Woodhead's work is biased towards the Classical 
Attic, not the Hellenistic-Roman, period. 

77 See now R. Oster, ‘Numismatic Windows into the Social World of Early 
Christianity. A Methodological Inquiry’, JBL 101 (1982), pp. 195-223. For pub- 
lication of the local coinage, city by city, see the British Museum Catalogues, 
whose volumes are organized geographically. 

78 Thus at Sardis, while some coins represent the familiar Greek story of the 
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and the inscriptions are (with rare and specialized exceptions) ex- 
pressed in Greek (or occasionally Latin) in places where we know 
that indigenous languages survived.”? There are questions of far- 
reaching import here, and the recurring debate over the social 
standing of Paul, Luke, and of the converts in the Pauline churches, is 
raised anew. Whether we side with Deissmann or with Judge on 
these questions,80 we should probably agree that Paul and the early 
Christians generally probably had easiest access to the Hellenized 
stratum of the urban populations, and that the inscriptions are 
therefore likely to share a similar tendency. But this probability, too, 
must be held with due caution. 

There is some prospect of building up a more rounded picture of 
the social life of an individual city by the synthesis of the evidence of 
epigraphy, numismatics, literary references, where available, with 
the aid of archaeology and topographical study. We shall not dwell 
further on these categories, except to notice the importance of topo- 
graphy (and of the use of topographical and geographical nomencla- 
ture in the texts) for the historical criticism of a narrative purporting 
to give detailed accounts of journeys. A city by city study with careful 
discrimination of historical development, in the hope of isolating and 
clarifying the specific New Testament environment out of strictly 
rape of Persephone (BMC Lydia, Sardis No. 131, of Trajan; etc.), others pre- 
serve serpent-motifs and the like which are likely to reflect local cult assimi- 
lated to the Greek myth it most resembled (No. 89, Imperial, undated; No. 
138, of Antoninus Pius). 

79 A Celtic dialect survived in (‘North’) Galatia in the time of Jerome, and 
Strabo speaks of four languages as spoken in his time in the city of Cibyra 
(Strabo 13.4.17 = 631: Pisidian, Solymian, Greek and Lydian), but the epigraphy 
is uniformly Greek. Phrygian is the main exception, but that is preserved 
almost exclusively in variants of a curse formula attached to inscriptions 
otherwise expressed in Greek, if sometimes of a strangely barbarous kind. For 
the Phrygian texts see MAMA Vols 1, 4, 6 passim, and O. Haas, Die phry- 
gischen Sprachdenkmdler, Linguistique Balkanique X (Academie Bulgare des 
Sciences, 1966). For the brief undeciphered inscriptions from Sofular in 
Pisidia see C.J. Hemer, ‘The Pisidian Texts. A Problem of Language and His- 
tory’, Kadmos 19 (1980), pp. 54-64, and literature cited there. 

80 A. Deissmann, Paul. A Study in Social and Religious History (London: 
Hodder and Stoughton, 1926), 2nd edn tr. W.E. Wilson; Judge, Social Pattern. 
Whereas Deissmann, under influence of the supposed parallel between Paul 
and the vernacular of the papyri, stressed his humble standing and manual 
labour, and saw Christianity as a lower-class movement, Judge has explained 
it as a movement prospering among the educated. He sees the complexity of 
social factors, notably in the distinction between ‘rank’ and ‘status’: ‘Perhaps it 
is the discord between relatively high status in the home town and low rank 
in Roman eyes that explains the drive’ (Judge, Rank and Status, p. 10). 
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contemporary sources, is an ideal we can scarcely attain, if only for 
lack of evidence. But it remains an ideal, and it is good to renew the 
plea in a work which must proceed upon available resources.81 


81 Among important existing studies of the NT cities of Asia Minor in parti- 
cular see W.M. Ramsay, Cities and Bishoprics of Phrygia I. The Lycos Valley 
and South-Western Phrygia (Oxford: Clarendon, 1895); The Letters to the 
Seven Churches of Asia(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1909); The Cities 
of St. Paul (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1907) [Tarsus, Iconium, Pisidian 
Antioch, Derbe, Lystra]; G. Downey, Ancient Antioch (Princeton University 
Press, 1963); C.J. Cadoux, Ancient Smyrna (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1938) 
lincl. Pisidian Antioch, Lystra]. There are numerous shorter studies in journal 
and dictionary articles, and for some major sites a vast array of technical 
literature and archaeological publication. For the historical geography of a 
larger district cf. W. Leaf, Strabo on the Troad (CUP, 1923); J.M. Cook, The 
Troad. An Archaeological and Topographical Study (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1973). For communications cf. now D. French, Roman Roads and 
Milestones of Asia Minor (London: British Institute of Archaeology at Anka- 
ra), of which the first fascicle, in English and Turkish, appeared in 1981. Most 
of these diverse studies are focused elsewhere than on the New Testament 
environment. The standing need is for detailed and applicable synthesis. 


Chapter 3 
Ancient Historiography 


Preliminary: The Problem of ‘Parallels’ 


This chapter contains comments on recent discussion of ancient his- 
toriography, sample trajectories through selected topics to illustrate 
the variety of ancient practice, and some assessment of the implica- 
tions for Lukan studies from this perspective. A full study of the 
theme demands a much larger treatment, based on a much wider 
grasp of ancient sources and secondary literature than the present 
author can claim. While such a task needs in the long run to be un- 
dertaken, I suspect, and have previously argued in print,! that its 
immediate returns for the subject in hand are likely to be small. If one 
is studying the historicity of Luke, one should study him on his ac- 
tual performance, where there are some fresh things to be said. The 
search for parallels is an attractive and often useful undertaking, but 
it is also fraught with danger.2 

The question of Luke as historian has often, for example, 
prompted comparison with Josephus. In recent studies F.G. Downing 
has defended the view that Luke deserves some considerable respect 
as a historical source on the ground of his similarities with Jose- 
phus.3 As we shall see below, the parallel may not be so close as 
Downing has suggested. A different approach appears in a valuable 
article by A.W. Mosley,4 a broad survey of the standards of his- 
torical reporting in the ancient world. Mosley concludes cautiously 
that the best of the historians are trustworthy and that it is not unrea- 
sonable to ask whether the New Testament writers may be measured 
by similar standards. This study makes its basic point forcibly, but 
cannot, in its brief space, analyse all the divergent theory within 


1 ‘Luke the Historian’, BJRL 60 (1977-78), pp. 28-51, esp. pp. 29-34. 

2 Cf. S. Sandmel, ‘Parallelomania’, JBL 81 (1962), pp. 1-13. 

3 FG. Downing, ‘Redaction Criticism: Josephus’ Antiquities and the Synoptic 
Gospels’, JSNT 8 (1980), pp. 46-65 and 9 (1980), pp. 29-48; ‘Ethical Pagan Theism 
and the Speeches in Acts’, NTS 27 (1980-81), pp. 544-63; ‘Common Ground with 
Paganism in Luke and in Josephus’, NTS 28 (1982), pp. 546-59. 

4 AW. Mosley, ‘Historical Reporting in the Ancient World’, NTS 12 (1965-66), 
pp. 10-26. 
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ancient historiography: it gives what is probably too simplistic and 
optimistic a picture, for instance merely citing a view of Josephus as 
‘the Jewish Thucydides’.5 The tendency is again to open the door to 
an unduly direct comparison of Luke with Josephus with an undif- 
ferentiated view of the context. 

A salient point in the study of Josephus is his dependence on 
Dionysius of Halicarnassus. He never actually mentions Dionysius, 
but he evidently models his twenty-book Jewish Antiquities (‘lou- 
Saik) ‘Apxatodoyia) closely and consciously upon the twenty books 
of Dionysius’ Pwyaik) 'Apxatodoyia.§ Even apart from the titles and 
number of books striking resemblances of method have often been 
noticed.” Although it may appear different to Dionysius, Josephus’ 
theological stance, later made more explicit in the work against 
Apion (Ap. 2.16.166-67; 2.22.190-92), is perhaps adapted to the sense 
of divine providence mingled with rationalistic explanation appro- 
priate to his pagan readers,8 a position consonant enough with the 
ethos of Dionysius. R.J.H. Shutt develops his sense of Josephus’ 
dependence in much more specific terms, in a detailed and extended 
study of Dionysius’ style and Josephus’ imitative copying of it.9 
While we hesitate to build on indecisive stylistic parallels, his case 
here seems to rest largely upon the argument for the deliberate remi- 
niscence marked by the recurring reproduction of rare words. There 
is every indication that we are dealing here, not with the ever-dan- 
gerous literary parallel, but with an explicit, derivative relationship. 

There are of course several complicating factors. Dionysius is his 


5 Mosley, p. 24, citing R.J.H. Shutt, Studies in Josephus (London: SPCK, 1961), p. 
125, a valuable work whose assessment of its subject is often over-generous. A 
more representative, while still largely positive, view is that of H. St.J. Thackeray, 
Josephus the Man and the Historian (New York: Jewish Institute of Religion Press, 
1929), esp. pp. 45-50. 

6 Thackeray, Josephus p. 73, and in Loeb Josephus Vol. IV (London: Heinemann 
and New York: G.P. Putnam, 1930), Antiquities, Introduction, ix; cf. A. Momig- 
liano, ‘Greek Historiography’, History and Theory (Middletown, Conn.) 17 (1978), 
pp. 1-28, citing pp. 16, 19, where he stresses the place of Josephus in relation to 
Dionysius in the line of Greek historiography; also Downing, NTS 27 (1980-81), 
pp. 544-45. 

7 For example, in recounting from his sources events of doubtful authenticity or 
interpretation, especially where an appearance of the abnormal or supernatural is 
involved, Dionysius does not press his own opinion, but leaves his reader to 
judge for himself. His recurring formulae in such contexts are closely followed in 
Josephus. Cf. e.g. Jos. Ant. 1.3.9.108 with Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.48.1, and 
passim; Thackeray, Josephus, p. 57; Shutt, p. 99. 

8 See Thackeray, Josephus, pp. 96-98. 

9  Shutt, pp. 93-101. 
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model, not his source, and Josephus stands in a different kind of rela- 
tionship with Nicolaus of Damascus, a major source, or indeed Poly- 
bius, an occasional secondary source, both of whom he names freely. 
The failure to acknowledge his model reads more strangely today 
than in antiquity, when authorities were commonly mentioned only 
when they conflicted, or were the subject of the author's criticism. 
Thus Polybius, a savage critic of his immediate predecessors and 
sources, mentions Thucydides only parenthetically (8.11.3), and con- 
tents himself with the occasional implicit claim to have emulated or 
even improved upon his ultimate model.!9 Again, the adaptation of 
Josephus’ work to a Greek audience may have been much eased 
through his use of helpers versed in the Greek classics and perhaps 
responsible for specific instances of literary imitation.1! His treat- 
ment of the Old Testament is another vast subject in itself.12 He 
stands apart from the theocratic perspective of the older Biblical his- 
tory, and his Biblical interpretation is suspect. Yet again he invites 
comparison with Dionysius in the attention he directs to the earliest 
traditions of the nation. Josephus needs also to be studied with rela- 
tion to his sources and opponents, in particular the fragments of 
Nicolaus of Damascus and his own accounts of his bitter enemy Jus- 
tus of Tiberias.13 

The various considerations adduced for emphasizing the link be- 
tween Dionysius and Josephus lead us to an important point, that 
both stand in a specifically rhetorical tradition of Greek 
historiography. But on any view Luke's work is not closely parallel 


10 See e.g. his more than Thucydidean insistence on truthfulness and improving 
didacticism (1.35.6-10; 2.56.11-12; etc.), his refinement of Thucydides’ idea of 
causation (3.6-7), his more rigorous standards in the use of speeches (12.25a-b). 
M. Grant, The Ancient Historians (London: Weidenfeld and Nicholson, 1970), pp. 
163, 390 is uncertain whether Polybius had actually read Thucydides systema- 
tically, as particular reminiscences could have come through intermediaries, but 
he accepts that Polybius was consciously affected by his approach. 

11 Josephus acknowledges his use of assistants on coming to Rome (xpnodpevds 
TloL pds THY EMnvlSa duviv ovuvepyois, Ap. 1.9.50), but Thackeray's elabo- 
rated theory of ‘Sophoclean’ and ‘Thucydidean’ assistants (Josephus, pp. 100-24; 
in Loeb Josephus IV, pp. xiv-xvii) has been criticized by Shutt in another careful 
study of style, pp. 59-78. 

12 See now H.W. Attridge, The Interpretation of Biblical History in the ‘Antiquitates 
Judaicae’ of Flavius Josephus (Missoula Mont: Scholars Press, 1976); S.J.D. Cohen, 
Josephus in Galilee and Rome (Leiden: Brill, 1979), pp. 35-42; T. Rajak, Justus of 
Tiberias’, Classical Quarterly n.s. 23 (1973), pp. 345-68. 

13 Nicolaus: see F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker ILA (Berlin: 
Weidemann, 1926), No. 90, pp. 324-430; Justus: Jos. Vita 9.34ff. and passim, esp. 
65.357-67. Both were evidently also very Greek in style (cf. Jos. Vita 9.40). 
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with that of Dionysius. Those who are sceptical towards ‘Luke the 
historian’ are not likely to look for such a parallel; those who are 
amenable to the idea are likely to look for their parallels in directions 
other than Dionysius.!4 Although all agree, for instance, that neither 
the speeches of Josephus, Dionysius nor of Acts could realistically be 
delivered verbatim, the reasons are quite different, for the two former 
are unreal rhetorical exercises, whereas the last are too brief and too 
bald to carry the weight of their content to an audience. Once again, 
the student should be cautious about the significance and extent of 
the Luke-Josephus parallel, given the measure of disjunction between 
them within the complex development of ancient historiography. 


1. Literature about Ancient Historiography 


Although there is a large volume of work currently being produced 
about the ancient historians and their methods,!5 we shall confine 
ourselves mainly to some notice of the important sequence of articles 
by Guido Schepens of Louvain, especially as they touch on the 
concepts of source theory among ancient historians.!6 It is easy to 
develop the assumption that because the ancients cannot be 
measured to advantage by an imposed modern yardstick they had no 
standards of their own. In contrast to the common dogma that they 
had no notion of the ‘modern’ interest in factual truth ‘for its own 
sake’, it is clear that some of their keenest minds were exercised by 
the problems of source and critical method.!7 This is not of course to 


14 An exception is F. Lasserre, ‘Prose grecque classicisante’, Le classicisme 4 Rome 
aux Iers siécles avant et apres J.-C., Entretiens sur l’antiquité classique, 25 Van- 
doeuvres-Genéve: Fondation Hardt, 1979), pp. 135-37, which makes stylistic 
parallels between Dionysius, Josephus and Luke. 

15 E.g. A. Momigliano, Essays in Ancient and Modern Historiography (Oxford: 
Blackwell, 1977); Historiographia Antiqua. Commentationes Lovanienses in Honorem 
W. Peremans Septuagenarii editae, ed. T. Reckmans et al. (Louvain University, 
1977). The annual volumes of L’Année philologique will reveal the scale and di- 
versity of the periodical literature which needs to be considered in the long run. 
16 Especially ‘Some Aspects of Source Theory in Greek Historiography’ Anc Soc 
6 (1975), pp. 257-74; on individual writers cf. ‘Ephore sur la valeur de l'autopsie’, 
Anc Soc 1 (1970), pp. 163-82; ‘Arrian's View of his Task as Alexander-Historian’, 
Anc Soc 2 (1971), pp. 254-68; ‘The Bipartite and Tripartite Divisions of History in 
Polybius (XII 25e & 27)’, Anc Soc 5 (1974), pp. 277-87; ‘L'Idéal de l'information com- 
pléte chez les historiens grecs’, Revue des études grecques 88 (1975), pp. 81-93; ‘His- 
toriographical Problems in Ephorus’, in Peremans Festschrift, pp. 95-118; ‘Poly- 
bius on Timaeus' Account of Phalaris’ Bull: A Case of 5etorSatpovla’, Anc Soc 9 
(1978), pp. 117-48. 


17 Contrast C.S. Mann's comment ‘that the discipline of historical investigation, 
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say that all were equally vigorous, or that their answers were the 
same as modern answers, or to prejudge the question whether Luke 
had any aspiration to their best standards. The interest of Schepens’ 
work is the focus on the ancient historian's self-understanding, and 
his concept of his task. Schepens introduces us to the ancient cultural 
framework and shows it to be consistent with the possibility of a 
scholarship as rigorous in intent, if differently conceived. Lucian 
wrote an important treatise on the writing of history, and other lost 
works may have treated the theory,!8 but the subject is best studied 
empirically where theory is exemplified in the practice of a surviving 
writer. Polybius is a figure of special importance, an acerbic critic of 
his predecessors who professes exacting standards and largely attains 
them. I shall focus here on Schepens’ programmatic essay on source- 
theory, which itself draws primarily on Polybius, and refer also to his 
more detailed studies of that writer. 

To put it simply, there is almost a reversal of the roles of the sub- 
jective and objective in this concept of historiography, where written 
documents, including archives, are ranked after oral tradition and 
eyewitness reports. It is a disconcerting formulation. Earlier scholars, 
including men of the calibre of Wilamowitz, were often severely 
critical of Polybius' method, without understanding it in its own 
terms.!9 But Schepens adduces H. Strasburger's distinction (again 
surprising at first sight) between the Primarforschung of the ancients 
and the Sekunddrarbeit of the modern scholar.2° Herodotus in his ac- 
count of Egypt (2.99) makes his own division: péxpt pév TovTov dys 
and its attendant sifting of evidence, is a relatively modern discipline’, in ‘The 
Historicity of the Birth Narratives’, in D.E. Nineham et al., Historicity and 
Chronology in the New Testament (London: SPCK, 1965), pp. 46-47. 

18 Lucian, de Historia Conscribenda. This piece is largely a characteristically 
tongue-in-cheek assault upon pretension and extravagances, yet revealing of the 
attitudes of a sharp-witted contemporary critic. Schepens, Anc Soc 6 (1975), p. 
257 refers to lost works by Theophrastus and Praxiphanes which may have dealt 
with methodology. For the use of Lucian's work with relation to Acts, see Hen- 
gel, Acts, esp. pp. 13-18, 21-22. For a less favourable view of Lucian see M.I. Fin- 
ley: it is ‘nothing but a concoction of the rules and maxims which had become the 
commonplaces of a rhetorical education, a shallow and essentially worthless pot- 
boiler’. M.I. Finley, ‘Myth, Memory and History’, History and Theory 4 (1964-65), 
p. 282. 

19 See U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Greek Historical Writing (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1908), p. 15, a scathing dismissal of Polybius' work: ‘as banal as 
Lucian's essay on the writing of history’— but made upon inappropriate criteria. 
20 H, Strasburger, Die Wesensbestimmung der Geschichte durch die antike Ge- 
schichtsschreibung, cited by Schepens from p. 12; now accessible in 2nd edition 
reprinted in Sitzungsberichte der wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft an der Johann Wolf- 
gang von Goethe-Universitdt Frankfurt-am-Main 5 (1966). 
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te éut kal yvupn Kal lotopln tadta yovoa éott, before pro- 
ceeding to record the oral tradition of the Egyptians (dor), where 
‘my own sight, judgment and inquiry’ constitute the subject of the 
emphatic periphrastic verb: they are essentially ‘to be understood as 
active faculties deployed by the historian in his inquiry’.2! The focus 
of the theory is upon the researcher and his gathering and treatment 
of material rather than on the material itself, and this is the context 
for the great stress placed upon autopsy, participation, and then upon 
the critical examination of eyewitnesses. In Polybius' ‘bipartite’ dis- 
tinction Spacts stands above dkoy (12.27.1), and written sources rank 
only as a secondary division of dxoy.*2 The ethical and intellectual 
qualities of the historian are involved in the choice of the discipline, 
hardship and expense of personal research over the soft option taken 
by such as Timaeus, sitting in his study comparing books. Elsewhere 
Polybius makes a related point through a different distinction. His- 
tory, in its true sense,23 has three parts, in rising order of importance: 
study, travel and political activity, as medicine has three parts, 
theory, dietetics and clinical practice. Timaeus is like the medical 
theorist whose rhetorical powers win him patierts at peril to their 
lives.24 The analogy may be faulty, but it illustrates Polybius' thinking. 
Elsewhere (12.4c.3) Polybius gives pride of place in history to per- 
sonal investigation (dvdxpiots), the term used in 12.27.3 of the inter- 
rogation of eyewitnesses, which there ranks as the most demanding 
kind of dxor, neglected by Timaeus in favour of easier paths. This 
appears inconsistent with Polybius' preference for &is, and one 
might wonder at first sight if he will criticize Timaeus whatever he 


21 Schepens, ‘Source Theory’, Anc Soc 6 (1975), p. 261; his italics. [vazn here 
appears to denote something like ‘critical faculty’, ‘interpretative judgment’, 
acting upon the data obtained through &{s and lotop{n. Herodotus is not con- 
cerned to deal with sources of historical information as such. 

22 Cf. Schepens, Anc Soc 5 (1974), pp. 277-87. The classic study of Polybius is 
F.W. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius, 3 vols. (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1957-1979). Cf. recently B.A. Marshall, ‘Polybius. An Introduction’, 
Classicism (Sydney) 8 (1982), pp. 1-7. I have previously discussed Polybius and 
his bearing on Luke in BJRL 60 (1977-78), pp. 30-33. See also the review of 
Walbank by A.H. Macdonald, JRS 48 (1958), pp. 179-83. 

23 ‘Tis TpaypatiKis lotoplas’ (Polybius 12.25e.1). The epithet, by which 
Polybius several times designates his work, is hard to render. It is not quite 
‘systematic’ (W.R. Paton in Loeb), perhaps implicitly almost ‘critical’ or 
‘scientific’ in handling political events, in the sense in which he separates his own 
work as a proved man of affairs from that of ‘the armchair pretender’. Cf. 6 Tfis 
Tpaypatikis lotoplas tpédmos (1.2.8), where Walbank (I. 42 ad loc.) says the 
phrase means little more than just ‘history’. 

24 Polybius 12.25d-e. 
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does. But the difference is explicable, for autopsy is inevitably 
limited, as the individual eyewitness can never have seen everything 
at once. Oral investigation is quantitatively the more important as 
viewed heuristically, though autopsy is of superior critical value for 
the limited areas where it is available directly. The crucial distinction 
is that between direct and indirect information, where autopsy and 
its extension in oral inquiry are together opposed to written sources. 
This version is perhaps akin to the modern concern to evaluate the 
character of the material rather than the qualifications of the writer. 

A third classification (Polybius 12.28a.6) is less clear, and com- 
plicated by textual problems, but Schepens shows from the context 
how Polybius intends once more to demonstrate from another angle 
the importance of attoupyla and attomd@e.a. ‘The inquirer contri- 
butes to the narrative as much as his informant’: his suggestions 
guide the narrator's memory. The inexperienced man is not compe- 
tent to question or understand: ‘even if present he is in a sense not 
present’.25 Experience is, from this point of view, péy.otov and xahe- 
TwaTatov. In fact in various passages Polybius stresses three concerns: 
assembly of information, reliability of sources, and qualification of 
the historian. Ancient source theory actually draws attention to the 
subjective element in historical knowledge, but this ‘in no way 
excludes any form of objective historical information ... It remains 
true that ancient, and particularly Greek, historiography is based on a 
scientific ideal not so much founded on the critical study of the trans- 
mitted sources, but on the historian's immediate contact with the 
facts themselves’ .26 

This brief survey permits interim conclusions at more than one 
level. The first, and simplest, is to stress afresh that at least some of 
the ancients were moved by a lively concern for historical accuracy. It 
is true that they viewed the personal factor in historiography dif- 
ferently, but that is not necessarily to be condemned, and we may 
even have something to learn from their insight into its positive, first- 
hand, rather than only its negative, tendentious, possibilities. The 
modern polarization between theological Tendenz and a hypothetical 
‘history for its own sake’ is not realistic about the ordinary character 
of historical evidence. Facts do not come in sealed packets untouched 
by human hand: selection and interpretation, at however rudimentary 
stage, are inseparable from historical information, and it is none the 
worse for that. 

Second, the question persists how Josephus, or Luke, relates to the 


25 12.28a.8-10; Schepens, ‘Source Theory’, p. 271. 
26 Schepens, ‘Source Theory’, p. 273; his italics. 
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kind of culture which produced these ideas. The answers are not so 
simple as they may be made to seem. Even if we continue to assume 
that we may compare them as historians, they may represent dif- 
ferent currents in the tangled stream of ancient historiography. Both, 
however, ostensibly write about their own times and include events 
within their own experience. ‘Ostensibly’, for of course many would 
emphatically deny this of Luke, but this at least appears to be the 
claim of the ‘we-passages’ of Acts, and alternative viewpoints must 
explain them otherwise. These and other features recur through 
writers who otherwise seem to differ widely among themselves. One 
should not press any kind of literary parallel here. Writers must be 
judged on their actual performance. In the next section we shall con- 
sider some of the factors in which their diversity may be expressed. 


2. Topics Illustrating the Diversity of Ancient Historiographical Practice 
(a) Scope and Scale 


Herodotus, Thucydides and Polybius, among others, claim, with 
variations, to be writing about events of importance close to their 
own times and experience.?” All three, and others (notably including 
Josephus), were exiles and travellers who had seen both sides of the 
conflict they describe.28 Polybius' statement may be seen as highly 
significant in the light of our preceding discussion: he begins his 
main period from the generation preceding his own, in part because 
he has been personally present at some of the events and has the tes- 
timony of eyewitnesses for the others (4.2.2). 

There were however competing trends in historiography even 
before Polybius. Notable among them was the influence of Isocrates. 
One development of that influence is Ephorus' ‘universal’ history.29 
It is unfortunate that our knowledge of this significant writer de- 
pends on fragments and secondary comment.3? He seems to stand at 
a parting of the ways, where a continuing stress on autopsy with par- 
ticipation is combined with a new desire for comprehensiveness, 


27 Herodotus, 1.1: his whole work, amidst its immense wealth of discursive in- 
formation, is an artistic unity subordinated to his theme of the Persian Wars as 
the climax of the age-long struggle of Europe and Asia; Thuc. 1.1; Polybius 1.1.5- 
1.2.8; 1.4.5; etc. 

28 See BJRL 60 (1977-78) 31; cf. Momigliano, ‘Greek Historiography’, p. 9. 

29 See generally M. Grant, The Ancient Historians, and now esp. Schepens, Anc 
Soc 1 (1970), pp. 163-82 and in the Peremans Festschrift, pp. 95-118. The only 
full-length study is still G.L. Barber, The Historian Ephorus (CUP, 1935). 

30 For the fragments see Jacoby, FGH ‘Ephoros von Kyme’, IIA, No. 70, pp. 37- 
109. 
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even if signalled not so much by a universal, synoptic perspective as 
by the accumulation of separate themes, some inevitably derived 
from written sources. We can see here the impact of Isocrates' pan- 
Hellenism, even if Ephorus was less affected by Isocrates' tendency to 
stress rhetoric as the vehicle of teachings, and the consequent 
rhetorical glorification of the past (cf. e.g. Isocrates Antidosis 76-77). 
Although it may be that the shift from primary to secondary 
research first appears in Ephorus, Polybius is relatively favourable in 
his judgment of him, and recognizes that he clearly distinguishes his- 
tory from rhetoric.3! One of the surviving fragments enunciates a 
principle of some importance: tepl pév yap Taév Kad’ has yeyevn 
pévuv ... Tobs daxpiBéotata Aéyovtas TLotoTdTous yovpeba, Tepl 
S€ Tdv tTadarav tobs ottw SeEvdvtas dmiBavwtdtovs etvar vopt- 
Copev, today Bdvovtes otte tas mpdEets andoas olte Tév Adywv 
tots trelatous elkds elvar pvnuovetecbar 8d TocovTwy.32 Pre- 
cision of detail inspires confidence in the record of contemporary 
events, but is suspect in the case of narratives of the remote past. Fur- 
ther, Diodorus gives an analysis of the difficulties of studying early 
times, which he may be repeating without acknowledgment from 
Ephorus, citing the lack of a contemporary written tradition, and the 
fact that history as a genre was a recent cultural achievement.°3 
Perhaps a principal reason for Polybius' relative approbation of 
Ephorus is the latter's aspiration to comprehensive ‘universal’ his- 
tory, as opposed to the disproportionate focus of the historical mono- 
graph which Polybius attacks elsewhere. Dionysius, on the other 
hand, under the influence of the rhetorical side of Isocratean influ- 
ence, is actually most verbose on the early period of Rome, and the 
scale of his work decreases later,34 a reversal of Livy's more natural 
procedure as of Ephorus' principle. There is a tension between 
accuracy and scale, and comprehensiveness may be an unattainable 
ideal. The conscientious writer will sometimes be frustrated by the 
lack of evidence. The omission, the cautious summary, the vague or 


31 Polybius 12.28a.2; cf. Schepens in Peremans Festschrift, p. 105. 

32 Jacoby, IIA, No. 70, Frag. 9, p. 45. 

33 Diodorus Siculus 1.9.2. The mention of Ephorus in a different connection in 
the immediate context further suggests this dependence. It may often be that 
Diodorus' value is due to his use of Ephorus. It is, however, a common practice to 
mention predecessors only when correcting or criticizing them. 

34 Cf. E. Cary in Loeb Dionysius I (1968) pp. xix-xx. He observes for instance 
that the events leading to the exile of Coriolanus occupy 48 chapters, including 
15 speeches, in Dionysius (7.20-67), but only half a chapter in Livy (2.34.7-12). 
The rest of his life is takes up 62 chapters in Dionysius (8.1-62), but only 6 in Livy 
(2.35-40). 
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qualified statement, are sometimes the mark of the careful historian 
who will be precise where he can. Dionysius’ expansive treatment of 
the remote past is not much commendation of his method. 

There was however a stated ideal of comprehensiveness among 
ancient historians. In another study, Schepens35 considers the thesis 
of Luciano Canfora that this pretesa di completezza was no more than 
a fictional convention in Thucydides, deriving ultimately from a pre- 
critical etymological equating of ‘seeing’ with ‘knowing’ (root 18).56 
Schepens argues that Thucydides is not exaggerating his claim to pre- 
cision, and suggests rather that he is stressing the integral unity of 
autopsy with independent inquiry in achieving a balanced and com- 
plete perspective on events.3” 

Selection is in fact indispensable to intelligently written narrative, 
and the ancients do not deny this. One expression of this is in their 
choice of theme or period, and that may be governed by significance 
and by the availability of material. There may be an introductory 
summary of the preceding period, like Thucydides’ Pentekontaetia or 
Josephus’ account of the Herods and procurators in the opening 
books of the Jewish War. Again, selectivity may be influenced by cul- 
tural or traditional factors, as when the ancients stress political and 
military history at the expense of social and economic history, or con- 
ceive of their task in austerely moral terms, with a central interest on 
the impact of personalities upon events, though without focus on 
psychological development. There is also the selectivity governed by 
relevance and significance in arguing a case, and so inviting the dan- 
ger of the subjective and the tendentious. Equally, selection may be 
controlled by patterns in the availability of evidence. Parts of a topic 
may be omitted or baldly summarized where clear documentation is 
deficient, or a chosen grouping of material may be excerpted from a 
larger body of less coherent and less focused information. 

We return finally to Polybius' reiterated claim to be writing a ‘uni- 
versal’ history. At the beginning of his period history became an ‘or- 
ganic whole’ (owatoe.éys), and required a ‘synoptic’ approach (umd 
plav obvoyiv, 1.3.4; 1.4.2). None of his contemporaries had under- 
taken the task (1.4.2), and he is critical of those who write mere 


35 Schepens, REG 88 (1975), pp. 81-93. 

36 L. Canfora, Totalita e selezione nella storiografia antica (Bari: Laterza, 1972), esp. 
15,49. Cf. Schepens REG 88 (1975), p. 85. 

37 +a 8’ Epya TGv mpaxSévtTwy ev TH ToMpw obk ék Tod TapaTuxdvTOSs TU- 
Bavopevos HElwoa ypddetv, o8’ ws epol eSdKer, GM’ ols Te abTds Tap Kal 
Tapa Tav ddAwv bc0v Suvatdv dxpiBela tepl Exdotou émeEedOuv (Thuc. 1.22.2). 
Schepens stresses the correlative force of te ... kal in this formulation (p. 88); cf. 
A.W. Gomme, Historical Commentary on Thucydides I (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1945), p. 143. 
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monographs and therefore include the unimportant without dis- 
crimination and proportion (7.7.6-7).38 He contrasts the severity and 
instructiveness of his own method with that of the mere antiquarian 
(9.1-2).39 It is clear from this that Polybius' claim to compre- 
hensiveness is consistent with selectivity; it is precisely his assertion 
of ‘synoptic’ study which requires the omission or subordination of 
the less significant. 

This necessarily abbreviated survey may serve at least to highlight 
some of the themes in the complex of scope, scale and selectivity, the 
problems of demarcation of subject, of comprehensiveness, of partial 
information, of culturally-controlled interests, as well as of Tendenz. 
Additionally, it throws further light on the thinking which underlies 
the insistence on contemporary history written by participants. 


(b) Order and Arrangement 


The bearing of the sequence of a narrative on questions of historicity 
has entered so much into Gospel criticism that a special note on this 
theme also seems desirable. It is bound up, for instance, with the out- 
working of the form-critical approach to the Gospels, where the over- 
throw of Holtzmann's rigid concept of the primitiveness of the 
Markan framework led to a fragmentation of the Gospel pericopae. 
Even though redaction criticism has refocused attention upon their 
totality, it has done so from within cumulative presuppositions about 
the nature of the transmission of the tradition. On the assumption 
that the order in the Gospels is thematic rather than chronological, 
and therefore is theologically determined (with any incidental notes 
of time being added by an editor rather than being derived from 
sources), critics who insist over-rigidly on chronological order make a 
generalized attack on historicity which is not appropriate for ancient 
writing. 

Of course the Gospel pericopae are to a greater or lesser extent 
arranged or rearranged. But that will be the case with any complex 
narrative, and historicity is not necessarily at stake in the fact. An an- 
cient historical writing could be presented topically or annalistically. 
‘Annals’, in the simplest form, could be built on the skeleton of a 
chronological table, fleshed out into narrative. A history of any 


38 Cf. 2.37; 3.32; Grant, pp. 149-50. 

39 It must be admitted that Polybius, for all his notable qualities, is ponderously 
didactic: ‘His language has the flat and prosy verbosity of a government depart- 
ment. Unlike almost any other notable literary product of antiquity, it is actually 
improved by a good translation’ (Grant, p. 156). 
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literary pretension could not stop short at so bald and unreflective a 
stage. Tacitus adopted a strict year-by-year method for his major 
work Ab excessu divi Augusti, and it has become universally known 
as the ‘Annals’. Yet within each year events in Rome are followed by 
events in the provinces and external wars. There is in fact thematic 
arrangement within the years, and this holds good even though Taci- 
tus conscientiously fragments the continuities into discrete annual 
instalments. ‘Annals’ turn out to be only a different pattern of 
arrangement. A complex narrative must in fact strike a clear balance 
between the chronological and the thematic. Chronology must be 
given sufficient attention if the narrative is to unfold clearly, but the 
actual resolution of the tension will vary according to subject, circum- 
stance and choice. The tracing of complicated and intermeshed causes 
and effects sets a premium on clarity of arrangement, and may re- 
quire a ‘flashback’ technique, however rudimentary, to give the mini- 
mal explanation of the antecedents. It may be a real test of literary 
skill to be clear to the reader, but the thing itself is evident and criti- 
cally unimportant. The choice is not necessarily one between being 
chronological and being unhistorical, but may be between coherence 
and confusion.40 

If, however, a narrative is episodic, woven for instance around the 
impact of a personality, it is not surprising if there is a much freer 
variation of order between versions. The factor of topical, and vari- 
able, arrangement is apparent in the Gospels, and equally in ancient 
biographers like Suetonius, Plutarch, or Tacitus in the Agricola— 
though it cannot be assumed on that ground that the genre of Gos- 
pels or Acts is necessarily to be related to any of them. There are dif- 
ferent ways of telling a story. The traditional themes of Greek epic or 
tragedy presupposed that the hearer knew the outcome, and gave 
scope for an irony; Old Testament narrative is often prefaced by a 
summary not to be taken as antecedent to the unfolding of the cir- 
cumstances.4! 

Some problems of sequence are problems. Some are not. Notes of 
time should be evaluated rather than discounted. To treat pericopae 


40 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, in his critical essay Thucydides (9ff.), appears in 
the surprising role of champion of truth and clarity against Thucydides’ faults in 
presentation. The fault in his ‘arrangement’ (olkovopiKdv) is that his division into 
summers and winters confuses and fragments events. Whatever we think of 
Dionysius' own practice, he is at least keenly sensitive to the difficulties of narra- 
tive as narrative, and stresses that a topical (or topographical) arrangement may 
sometimes be necessary to clarity of sequence. Lucian too is insistent on the 
importance of arrangement (de Hist. Conscrib. 50). 

41 On OT narrative see now R. Alter, The Art of Biblical Narrative (London and 
Sydney: George Allen and Unwin, 1981). 
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in isolation is to take them out of context. That may be at once a tau- 
tology and an eccentric remark, but the eccentricity harbours a 
cautionary truth. Where the context is temporally or logically sequen- 
tial, the case differs from the merely topical and episodic. Acts has a 
stronger sequential thread than the Gospel of Luke, and we must 
recognize that. But we should not in either case make unnecessary 
difficulties for ourselves. 


(c) Speeches 


The inclusion of speeches in the Greek historians is another huge 
topic on which some brief comment is essential before coming in due 
course to the problem of the speeches in Acts.‘? It is by no means 
true that all ancient historians felt free to put fictitious speeches in the 
mouths of historical characters. There were wide variations of prac- 
tice, and while some certainly did this, others are strong in their re- 
fusal to countenance such a proceeding. Should anyone defend 
Timaeus after Polybius' devastating exposure of his faults, there is a 
clinching argument: ‘Timaeus actually invents speeches’. Polybius ex- 
plodes with indignation against such an indefensible proceeding. It is 
‘the peculiar function of history’ (tis lotopias l8{wpa, 12.25b.1) to 
discover first of all what was actually spoken: Timaeus by his trans- 
gression here ‘destroys the peculiar virtue of history’ (dvatpet Td Tijs 
lotoplas (&ov, 12.25b.4).43 

We may consider the phenomenon of the use of sources for 
speeches. Again, Polybius is a test case, by whom we may hope to 
judge whether professions are merely conventional, or matched in 
practice. F.W. Walbank has discussed in some detail the thirty-seven 
or so speeches in the surviving text.44 Polybius concedes that it is the 
part of politicians to say what the occasion demands, but it is not for 
historians to display their creative abilities, d\Ad Ta Kat’ ddrPeLav 
pnbévta Kad’ bcov oldv te ToduTpaypovicavtas Slacadeiv, Kal 
ToUTWY Tad KaLpLutaTa Kal TpaypaTiKatata (36.1.6-7). This is not to 
be interpreted rigidly, as a claim to verbatim accuracy; indeed, it 
implies selective editing. Walbank draws attention to the strange 
alternations between oratio recta and oratio obliqua in some Polybian 


42 Many inaccurate and over-simplified assumptions are current about the func- 
tion of speeches in the ancient historians. See T.F. Glasson, The Speeches in Acts 
and Thucydides’, ExpT 76 (1964-65), p. 165 and my discussion in B/RL 60 (1977- 
78), pp. 31-32. 

43, BJRL 60 (1977-78), p. 31. 

44 Walbank, Historical Commentary; also Speeches in Greek Historians (J.L. Myres 
Memorial Lecture) (Oxford: Blackwell, n.d. [c. 1965]). 
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speeches.45 This may be merely a stylistic device to bridge between 
narrative and discourse. If so, it is still clearly an editorial feature, and 
an indication of Polybius' readiness to summarize what was said. 
When these facts are granted, the fact remains that Polybius' practice 
emerges well from Walbank's survey. Of the speeches at the Locris 
conference in the winter of 198 BC (18.1-10), Polybius' report ‘has all 
the marks of being derived from a verbatim account of the meeting, 
and may be accepted as authentic’.46 The elaborate pair of speeches 
in 9.28-39 is likewise adjudged to be authentic. Most of the speeches 
are by Greeks, where Polybius seems to have had access to Achaean 
records. The exceptions are largely contained in pairs of speeches, 
some of which are suspect on other grounds, like the pair before 
Zama (15.10-11), which may betray hindsight (and the improbability 
of knowing what Hannibal said to his troops). But even there Wal- 
bank thinks it probable that Polybius is using sources, but literary 
sources where the primary doubt attaches to the source. In fact the 
weaker passages in Polybian speeches are not characterized by 
rhetorical elaboration, but read like commonplaces in indirect speech, 
where he resorts to summarizing from poorer literary sources in 
default of Achaean or Roman records. When Polybius denounces 
Timaeus for inventing a speech of Hermocrates (12.25k.5-26.9), he 
was presumably well aware that it bore no resemblance to a proto- 
type in Thucydides (4.59-64), though he makes no acknowledgment 
of Thucydides, and censures Timaeus' unconvincing rhetorical con- 
ceits.47 The unstated implication may be that if you have a source 
like Thucydides it is inexcusable to manufacture what can have no 
claim to truth. 

It may be, however, that Polybius is an exception. When we have 
the rare opportunity of comparing another historian (Tacitus) with 
the preserved original of one of his speeches, the historian does not 
emerge well from the encounter. Extensive, but discontinuous, frag- 
ments of Claudius' speech at Lugdunum (Lyon) are preserved epi- 
graphically.48 Tacitus’ version (Ann. 11.24) is certainly briefer, but is 
cast in a different, characteristically abrupt, Tacitean style, and bears 
no detailed resemblance to the surviving parts of the original. 


45 Speeches pp. 7-8. The phrasing of Polybius 29.12.10 implies that even the Ta 
kat’ GdtGerav pndévta of 36.1.6-7 may not mean ‘the actual words spoken’. 

46 Hist. Comm. I, p. 13. 

47 Gomme, Vol. 3, p. 523 ad Thuc. 4.59-64; cf. Walbank, Hist. Comm., II, pp. 400- 
401. 

48 H. Dessau, Inscriptiones Latinae Selectae I (Berlin: Weidmann, 1892) 212, pp. 
52-54; also accessible in E.M. Smallwood, Documents Illustrating the Principates of 
Gaius, Claudius and Nero (CUP, 1967), pp. 97-99, No. 369. 
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Dionysius again marks a strong contrast with Polybius. His own 
criticism of Thucydides is highly revealing. After praising 
Thucydides for his portrayals of horror and suffering, sometimes so 
successful dote pndeplav trepBodrAtv pte lotoptoypddois pte 
Tointats Katadttetv (Thuc. 15), Dionysius next comments on his 
treatment of speeches. Thucydides is said to have omitted them alto- 
gether in his final book at the instance of Cratippus (Thuc. 16),49 and 
elsewhere to have included none where Dionysius thinks them 
essential. Much space in the criticism is devoted to the Funeral 
Speech of Pericles, as improperly placed in the Second Book, where 
its trivial occasion was unworthy of it (Thuc. 18). In Dionysius 
literary and rhetorical criteria are elevated above the historical con- 
science. Yet this is no sufficient basis for generalization, as contrary 
traditions co-existed in ancient historical writings.°? Dionysius offers 
his own defence of speeches, and has his own way of using sources 
for them. He chooses ‘to make his narrative accurate rather than brief’ 
(axpiBeotépav padrov 1 Bpaxutépay, trofjoacGar Thy SiAynotv), arguing 
that where others expend words on military details they neglect to 
report the speeches by which extraordinary events were brought to 
pass (7.66.3,5). From the Third Book the speeches occupy almost a 
third of his total text (Cary, Loeb I. xvi). They abound in phrases, sen- 
tences and whole passages imitating Demosthenes, Thucydides or 
Xenophon, and Cary (p. xviii) notes the imitation of the speech of 
Alcibiades (Thuc. 6.89-92) in that of Marcius in Dionysius 8.5-8. 

Josephus clearly stands in a similar rhetorical tradition of history. 
Grant is severe on him in a number of places. Josephus’ abuse of John 
of Gischala is borrowed from Sallust's attacks on Catiline (Grant, p. 
248). Improbably pseudo-Jewish, monotheistic language is put in the 
mouth of the paragon Titus (p. 256). The visit of Alexander the Great 
to Jerusalem (Ant. 11.8.5.329ff.) and his honouring of the Jews and 
rejection of the claims of the Samaritans is all dismissed as fabrication 
(Grant, p. 263). In his two different accounts of Herod's exhortation to 
his troops after the earthquake of 31 BC (BJ 1.8.4.373ff. and Ant. 
15.5.3.127ff.) Josephus offers two wholly dissimilar speeches, con- 
taining different echoes of Thucydides.5! Again, he presses his own 


49 It is often thought that the absence of speeches from Thucydides’ Eighth Book 
is due rather to its unrevised state. Walbank (Speeches, p. 1) cites Cratippus and 
Trogus Pompeius as exceptions to the general rule that speeches were used in 
history. 

50 See however H. Verdin, ‘La fonction de l'histoire selon Denys d'Halicarnassé’, 
Anc Soc 5 (1974), pp. 289-307 for a rather more positive evaluation of Dionysius. 
The article contains valuable bibliography and survey of discussion. 

51 Cited by Cadbury, Foakes Jackson and Lake in BC 2.14. It may still be 
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viewpoint through an extraordinary two-thousand-word appeal by 
himself to the defenders of Jerusalem (BJ 5.9.3.362-4.420) which 
closely repeats some of the arguments he puts in the mouth of Ag- 
rippa II in an even longer speech at the outset of the war (BJ 
2.16.4.345-401). This may also be seen in the comparison of 2.16.4.355- 
57 with 5.9.3.365, or in the argument that God was on the side of the 
Romans (2.16.4.390 with 5.9.3.369, 377-78). 

There is in fact an important distinction between the two ways we 
find historians using their predecessors in their speeches. The use of 
literary reminiscence and allusion in the composition of a speech (as 
in Dionysius or Josephus) is quite different from the use of personal 
recollection and inquiry, or written sources, or possibly even an in- 
scribed text (as in Thucydides or Polybius). The difference may be 
variously signalled: in the difference between relative brevity and the 
flagrantly rhetorical, in the difference between seeking sources and 
unanchored literary parallels. In the former case it is not surprising if 
there is much unevenness of style and scale, for the sources vary. 
Speeches may be detailed but condensed, or brief summaries where 
the evidence is more limited. 

We are not yet ready to examine Luke in more detail, but it must 
be noted at this stage that the brief summaries in Acts bear no resem- 
blance to the rhetorical compositions of Josephus. This is certainly not 
to say they are to be simply fitted into a ‘Polybian’ alternative. They 
must be assessed by appropriate critical criteria.52 And their char- 
acter is complicated here by the Luke-Acts relationship, where the 
‘Gospel’ is of an apparently different genre, while sharing a close 
unity of method and continuity with its sequel. The Third Gospel too 
has its ‘speeches’ including substantial parable-discourses. We are so 
habituated to applying different kinds of critical approaches to the 
Synoptics and Acts that it may seem unwarranted to draw the Gospel 
into this kind of discussion. But there is a prima facie case for saying, 
whatever view one takes of the Synoptic Problem,53 that the 
‘speeches’, of Luke's Gospel in particular, are largely dependent on 
extant or inferable sources. There is editing; there is rearrangement- 


questioned how far we attribute some of these features strictly to Josephus if we 
accept Thackeray's analysis of the large part played by ‘Thucydidean’ and 
‘Sophoclean’ assistants (Loeb Josephus IV, Ant. Introduction, pp. xiv-xvi). 

52 Cf. BJRL 60 (1977-78), p. 50. 

53 I have generally assumed a conventional view of Markan priority, while 
recognizing that opinion has recently become much more fluid. The essential 
thesis of this study could be presented, perhaps even more strongly, mutatis 
mutandis, on a different model. 
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and that may hardly be surprising in an ‘episodic’ narrative— but the 
striking thing is the extent to which Luke uses sources almost ver- 
batim. This poses many questions about historicity and about the 
speeches in Acts. It may be argued that the words of Jesus were 
unique. The caution against instant parallels with any kind of ancient 
historiography must here be repeated. But the preservation of the 
spoken word was not alien to the ancient world. The phenomenon 
merits further consideration.4 


(d) Moral and Religious Stance 


It is commonly understood that history was written in antiquity with 
a consciously didactic or ethical purpose, often stressed by the writer 
in his preface, and sometimes reiterated throughout the work. The 
highest conception of the historian's task is that he is pledged to the 
truth, and that the truth is ‘useful’. The classic statement of Thucy- 
dides (1.22.4) that a true portrayal of events is useful for the guidance 
of those who may face similar circumstances in the future is widely 
echoed, as in Polybius 1.4.11 and Lucian, de Hist. Conscrib. 9.55 The 
three writers cited certainly represent a sceptical strain in Greek 
thought detached from a morality rooted more directly in popular 
religion. They are no less moralists on that account; indeed, Polybius 
is so didactic and insistent on improving his reader's mind as to 
become tedious. 

The earliest great Greek historian, Herodotus, stands nearer to the 
mainstream of older Greek thought. He announces his theme, with 
no self-conscious preface, and the digressive threads of his narrative 
gather slowly into the great climax. There is no overt moralizing, but 
the writer's world-view emerges in conceptions akin to those ex- 
plored in contemporary Attic tragedy. Prosperity is precarious, and 
divine jealousy will square the account; sin and pride bring ven- 
geance. Evil-doing and vaunted success may be closely connected in 
an inevitable process of ifpis, dm and vépeots, of whose outworking 


54 See Appendix 1 below. 

55 Diodorus is also especially insistent on the utility of history (1.1.4 and 
passim), cf. C.H. Oldfather in Loeb Diodorus (1933) 1.20. Polybius and Lucian 
both distinguish the tepvév from the xpjotpov, and Lucian writes @v yap epyov 
lotoplas kal tédos, TO xptoov, Step ek Tod ddnBods pdvou ouvdyeTar (de 
Hist. Conscrib. 9). Again, it is the true historian's task to write ‘about the impor- 
tant, essential, relevant and useful’ (wept peyddwy 7 dvayxalwy 4 olketwy F 
xpnolpwv , de Hist. Conscrib. 53). Cf. his praise of Thucydides for making truth the 
vehicle of usefulness (de Hist. Conscrib. 42). On Polybius see further also EJ. 
Tapp, ‘Polybius' Conception of History’, Prudentia 4 (1972), pp. 33-41. 
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Croesus and Xerxes are classic examples, no less than the mythical 
Prometheus or Oedipus.56 In fact the story is told with great 
dramatic art, and the implicit moral theology is none the less real for 
the writer's urbane detachment as raconteur: ‘I am obliged to tell 
what is said, but I am not at all obliged to believe it all, and that 
observation applies to all my book’ (Hdt. 7.152).57 

If the scepticism of Thucydides is more explicit, the moral effect of 
dramatic juxtaposition is no less apparent. The recital of the glories of 
Athens in the Funeral Oration (Thuc. 2.35-46) is followed imme- 
diately by the harrowing account of the onset of plague (2.47-54); the 
brutal aggression of Athens against Melos (5.84-116) by the disas- 
trously over-ambitious Sicilian expedition (Book 6), and the immense 
hopes attached to this enterprise issue in catastrophe. His moral 
judgments are implicit. 

We may then see two strong motifs variously exemplified in 
earlier Greek historiography as (1) political utility and instruction, 
and (2) the vindication of the moral order, as understood by the 
writer. To these we may add (3) the force of moral example, accounts 
of good men to be imitated and bad men to be repudiated, and (4) the 
patriotic idealization of the (Roman) state, characteristics which come 
increasingly to the fore in the Hellenistic and Roman periods. There is 
also the converse expression of the last in the bitter pessimism and 
nostalgia of Sallust and especially Tacitus.58 It may seem hard to 
separate this last category from propaganda, except as there is an ap- 
parent difference between the fervent idealism of Livy and the 
detached and calculating self-justification of Caesar's political com- 
mentaries. 

The third motif might be illustrated widely. Diodorus extols good 
men and censures the evil (11.46.1); more than others he insists that 
history should instruct in the good life.5? Writers of ‘universal his- 
tories’ (kotval Lotopiat) deserve great gratitude; they are like ‘mini- 
sters of divine providence’ (dotep tivés troupyot tis elas 


56 See the discussion and many examples cited in Grant, Ancient Historians, pp. 
48-50 and notes. 

57 dy 8 dhelhw A€yerv Ta AeySpeva, melBeo8al ye pev ob TavTdtac 
ddethu, Kal por TodtTo Td Enos éxétTw ts TmdvTa ddyov. 

58 We must recognize throughout this discussion the affinities of earlier histori- 
ography with both epic poetry and tragedy, and later the pervasive influence of 
rhetoric on history (cf. Cicero de Oratore 2.15.62-64, which sees truth as the first 
concern of history but calls for a worthy style; Quintilian Jnst. Or. 10.1.31: est 
enim [historia], proxima poetis, et quodammodo carmen solutum; contrast Lucian, de 
Hist. Conscrib. 8). 

59 Cf. Oldfather in Loeb Diodorus 1.20. 
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tpovolas, 1.1.3). Among the Romans too Livy announces his intention 
to choose examples to imitate in these decadent days (1. praef. 10-12). 
Tacitus regards it as ‘the first duty of history that virtues shall not go 
unrecorded and that the terror of posterity and infamy shall attend 
evil words and deeds’.© The theme is strongly linked with the bio- 
graphical interest which pervades history from the Hellenistic period 
and to which we will return below. At the cost of blurring the clear 
formal distinction made between history and biography we may ad- 
duce here Plutarch as an outstanding example of the moralizing ten- 
dency in a kindred field.6! All his writings are marked by an ethical 
preoccupation. The recounting of virtues provokes in the reader a 
strong desire to emulate them (Pericles 1.4; etc.). 

There is a constant stress on the importance of choosing noble and 
lofty themes for history (Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 1.2; etc). Both Polybius 
and Dionysius see profound significance in the rise of Rome to world 
power, but it remains for Livy to celebrate the ancient virtues of 
Rome. His prose epic is almost a counterpart of Vergil's Aeneid. Both 
are documents of the Augustan moral reformation. But Livy's nostal- 
gia for a heroic past was the reverse side of the coin whose other face 
was denunciation of the present.2 The ethical trend of Roman his- 
tory had been set a generation earlier in the intense moralism of 
Sallust. The stability of the Republic had vanished with the fall of 
Carthage, and the commonwealth had been corrupted by the bitter 
strife of factions in a scramble for power (Jugurtha 41). The ‘popular’ 
party, no less than the senatorial, were at fault (Jugurtha 4.7-9; Cati- 
line 38). Yet Sallust, exceptionally among the ancients, reflects bitter 
protest against social injustice.63 His style and manner set a prece- 
dent for the yet more brilliant talents of Tacitus, whose experiences 
under Domitian impelled him to a devastating exposure of the ori- 
gins of tyranny through mordant insinuation. Before the death of 
Augustus there were few alive who had known the Republic: Igitur 
verso civitatis statu nihil usquam prisci et integri moris (Tac. Ann. 1.4). 
Tacitus’ various writings reiterate variations of the theme. His ethno- 
graphical study, the Germania, implicitly contrasts unspoiled virtue 


60 Praecipuum munus annalium reor ne virtutes sileantur utque pravis dictis factisque 
ex posteritate et infamia metus sit (Ann. 3.65). 

61 Plutarch himself stresses this distinction (Alexander 1.2), and proceeds to use 
the analogy of the painter found both in Polybius and in Lucian, de Hist. 
Conscrib. 13, though all three writers apply it quite differently. See below, p. 92. 

62 Cf. further L.W.A. Crawley, ‘Rome's Good Old Days’, Prudentia 3 (1971), 
pp. 24-38. 

63 Grant's citation of Catiline 20 comes from a speech placed in the mouth of the 
conspirator. Cf. however 21.1. 
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with the degenerate luxury of Rome, the Agricola is a biographical 
encomium of a noble man in evil times. Disaster is due to vice, where 
human character shapes events and not the reverse. It was Tacitus’ 
misfortune to have to record an age when evil so far outweighed 
good (Ann. 4.32-33).6 

It is not easy to separate the various moral motifs described above 
from the more specific ‘theology’ or world-view of the writers. There 
is in any case often a blending of contemporary popular theodicy 
with rationalizing elements, without regard for logical consistency. 
Herodotus, for instance, accepts oracles and signs from heaven more 
readily than miracles (Grant, p. 54), and refers to TO Oetov as a di- 
vinity jealous of human prosperity,® and yet in his work ‘narratives 
of divine management are commonly given at second hand, or as 
antecedents rather than causes’ (Grant, p. 52). The Ionian ‘En- 
lightenment’ is discreetly at work upon what E.R. Dodds calls ‘the In- 
herited Conglomerate’. It is reasonable of the Thessalians to say the 
Peneus gorge was made by Poseidon: Herodotus thinks it was due to 
an earthquake, but people think Poseidon causes earthquakes, so one 
can put it that way if one so chooses (Hdt. 7.129). 

In Thucydides the scepticism is more explicit, and the stress more 
directly upon a rigorous conception of causality. He recognizes reli- 
gion as a historical phenomenon, a factor in the motivation of human 
actions, where the blood-guilt attached to Pericles’ family (Thuc. 
1.126-27), the mutilation of the Hermae and the religious scruples of 
Nicias were political or military facts in the circumstances of their 
day. Thucydides is severe on oracles (2.54); only one of the many in 
circulation happened to come true (5.26.3). Chance is a powerful 
factor in Thucydides. The chances of war are often stressed in the 
speeches (5.104; 6.23.3) and demonstrated in such a narrative as the 
Pylos-Sphacteria incident (4.3-41; see especially 4.12.3; 4.17.4-5; 4.29- 
30).67 A similar view is found in Polybius: ‘Causation ... is the 


4 Cf. Grant, pp. 279, 290-91. 

65 Twice described as $00vepés, in the classic cases of Solon and of Polycrates 
(1.32; 3.40) both however in direct speech, and so again with reference to Tod 
Belov 4 tpovotn (3.108). J. Enoch Powell, A Lexicon to Herodotus (CUP, 1938) lists 
references to a monotheistic sense of 6 @eds. Many of these however seem to 
denote an individual ‘god’. 

66 E.R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, Sather Classical Lectures 25 (Berke- 
ley: University of California Press, 1951) 179-80, quoting from a lecture by Gilbert 
Murray. 

67 Grant (p. 116) writes of Thucydides: ‘In spite of his rejection of divine anger, 
he is not as consistently amoral as the truly impartial man would have to be’. 
This reads strangely. Thucydides is certainly a moralist in his way, and the issue 
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product of analysable events modified by a strong unpredictable 
element’ (Grant, p. 158). One should never ignorantly attribute to the 
gods or to fortune what is the consequence of human action and fore- 
sight (Polybius 10.5.8). Yet tuxn is a powerful force, acting pur- 
posefully ina way amounting to the providential in the rise of Rome 
(1.4.1,5).68 

The influence of popular religion and philosophy are strong 
through the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Under the progressive 
breakdown of the older beliefs and values, what Gilbert Murray 
called ‘Failure of Nerve’,6? new cults and quests proliferated. Astro- 
logy and mystery religions flourished; Tyche was quasi-personified 
as a guardian goddess of cities or individuals, and the popular philo- 
sophical schools responded to the confusion of values. Historical 
compilers like Diodorus and Plutarch reflect a Stoic standpoint in 
their characteristically ethical interests. But in most writers of the 
period there is an inconsistency or ambivalence towards religion and 
the supernatural. Dionysius believes in Providence and records por- 
tents, but sometimes offers natural explanation and divine inter- 
vention as alternatives (Ant. Rom. 2.60-61, 68-69). He recounts myths 
and legends without necessarily embracing them.7° 

Similar remarks apply to the great Roman historians. The bizarre 
prodigies included periodically in both Livy and Tacitus are part of 
the annalistic tradition, but it is less clear whether our authors be- 
lieved them.”! Livy takes an essentially religious view of the insti- 
tutions of early Rome. Grant calls attention to his phrase ‘the be- 
nignity of the gods’, and also to the prominence of the concept of 
Fate, especially in the supernatural sagas of his first decad (Grant, p. 
242). Tacitus is a complex figure: he is contemptuous of the ignorant 
soldiers who thought a lunar eclipse was a sign from heaven (Ann. 
1.28). He sees a mocking irony (Judibria) in human affairs (Ann. 
3.18); prodigies, warnings and prophecies showed that the gods were 
eager to punish (Hist. 1.3); divine wrath and human madness colla- 
borated on the rush to disaster (Hist. 2.38). A revealing passage is the 


of ‘impartiality’ is not necessarily at stake in the fact. ‘Amorality’, no less than a 
moral stance of any other kind, is a definite presuppositional standpoint, and to 
that extent other than ‘impartial’. 

68 See also G. Schepens, Anc Soc 9 (1978), pp. 117-48 for a most interesting dis- 
cussion of Polybius' denunciation of a test-case of Se.o.Saipouvla in Timaeus. The 
point of the criticism seems precisely to be that Timaeus invokes a morality 
backed by divine sanctions. 

69 G. Murray, Five Stages of Greek Religion (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1925) Ch. 4. 
70 Cf. E. Cary in Loeb Dionysius I (1968), pp. xxiv-xxv. 

71 Grant, pp. 241, 303. He suggests that Livy saw prodigies as a sign of a disor- 
dered world. Note the implied scepticism at Livy 24.10.6. 
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account of Tiberius’ testing of the astrologer Thrasyllus (Ann. 6.21), 
which provokes Tacitus to reveal his own questionings, a hesitant 
agnosticism between fate and accident, determinism and causation 
(6.22). The historian evidently accepts Thrasyllus' powers, where the 
modern reader sees rather the cleverness of a charlatan who must 
have exercised an unwarranted influence on the emperor.72 

Throughout this literature the attitude to miracle fluctuates be- 
tween acceptance and scepticism, but in either case it bears little sig- 
nificance to the matters at hand. If you can believe it happened thus, 
you may, but if so there is little more at stake than a provocative 
talking-point about an anecdote. Rationality does not necessarily 
exclude an interest in the marvellous or improbable. Secular writers 
use quasi-religious language. They may be more willing to ground 
morality in divine theodicy than to accept legend or myth. There is a 
mingling of acute criticism with popular inconsistency, and the mar- 
vellous as such is something of a gratuitous addition to be excluded 
by the more rigorously selective. 

There is little yet to justify more than the most tentative remarks 
about the bearing of this survey on Biblical historiography. We have 
noted at least the existence of a critical interest in what happened and 
why, and of serious attempts to wrestle with philosophical and reli- 
gious questions. But it is difficult to see any organic relationship 
between the elements of this cultural complex and the concerns either 
of Old Testament history or of Luke-Acts. The Old Testament his- 
torical books are distinctively theocentric. Omri, for example, was 
evidently an important figure, and his official chronicles (1 Kgs 16:27) 
would doubtless have thrown much light on his vigorous policies.” 
But for the Biblical historian his reign is summed up in the statement 
that ‘he did evil in the sight of the Lord’ (1 Kgs 16:25). The Biblical 
record presents a distinctive, divine perspective on events whose 
political and military significance might have been seen very dif- 
ferently. Yet the Lukan writings differ almost as markedly from this 
too. We may agree that Luke shares a theocentric (or Christocentric) 
base, and writes with an overriding theological purpose (however 
precisely we envisage it) to which the Greek historians offer no 
parallel. But his purpose is not ostensibly to reinterpret current 


72 See R.P. Oliver, ‘Thrasyllus in Tacitus’, Illinois Classical Studies 5 (1980), pp. 
130-48. 

73 Cf. the evidence of the Moabite Stone (Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to 
the Old Testament, ed. J.B. Pritchard, Princeton University Press, 1950, p. 320; 
Documents from Old Testament Times, ed. D. Winton Thomas [London: Thomas 
Nelson and Sons Ltd., 1958], pp. 195-98). Israel was actually identified in Assy- 
rian texts as ‘Omri-land’ (ANET, p. 284). 
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records in terms of that base. It is almost the reverse, to chronicle 
what really happened and thereby to show that the proclamation of 
divine events is rooted in a matter-of-fact reality which the reader can 
know to be true.”4 Luke is concerned not so much to vindicate God's 
working in history as to vindicate God's servants, and especially 
Paul, from within the acceptance of God's working. He meets conflict 
and opposition not with divine judgment, but with eirenical and 
ironical humour. We may grant he passes lightly over controversy— 
it is no part of his purpose to labour it. But the strength of his case 
seems to lie in his claim to give an accurate account. This runs quite 
counter to most current opinion about Acts, and most current opinion 
about the ancient context. But one point of contact with that context, 
if perhaps an indirect and incidental one, is precisely that Luke-Acts 
shares with some of the best minds of antiquity a concern for what 
actually happened, even if that concern arises out of a considerably 
different ethical and theological matrix. The difference is highlighted 
in the attitude to miracle. Miracle is integral to Luke's God-centred 
world and significant within it, even if also to be treated with a mea- 
sure of reserve. It is an inseparable part of his concept of what hap- 
pened, and we must cope with the difficulties which this factor poses 
for the modern mind. But for ancient secular history it was largely an 
excrescence, prompting a spectrum of attitudes, often varieties of in- 
consistent scepticism which might be paralleled today. 

This section has inevitably been a brief treatment of a vast subject. 
It is little more than illustrative of the great complexity of the issues. 
Each theme may serve to raise afresh the recurring question of the 
nature of the first Christians’ relation to their cultural environment, a 
question persistently difficult to answer, and deserving of more dis- 
criminating study on many points. Even though the specific links 
mentioned here may be tenuous and indirect, they help to militate 
against the common ideas that true historical interests did not exist, 
or that all ancients were credulous and uncritical. Our patronizing 
stance of cultural superiority is not warranted. 


(e) Bias 


Even a brief note on bias in antiquity must take account also of 


74 Cf. Lk. 1:4. The point may stand even on differing views of the precise force of 
dodddera. Cf. e.g. FH. Colson, ‘Notes on St. Luke's Preface’, JTS 24 (1923), pp. 
300-309; J.H. Ropes, ‘St. Luke's Preface; dodddeta and tapaxodovbeiv’, JTS 25 
(1924), pp. 67-71; W.C. van Unnik, ‘Remarks on the Purpose of Luke's Historical 
Writing (Luke I 1-4)’, Sparsa Collecta I, NovT Supp 29 (Leiden: Brill, 1973), pp. 6- 
15. 
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shifting perspectives on the modern scene, especially the trends 
towards the integration of history as a discipline and also towards 
‘committed history’.?> The usual separation of church history from 
secular history has its value in highlighting interests relevant to a 
specialized constituency, but can lead to an artificially segregated ex- 
planation of events, open to challenge by the concept of integration. 
The concept of ‘committed history’ questions the ‘scientific’ ideal of 
impartiality: if the historian himself is a creature of his time, his views 
of the past reflect the objectivities of his own context. It may be ar- 
gued that traditional ‘objectivity’, preoccupied with supposedly hard 
facts, is itself only a covert and self-deceiving variety of subjectivity, 
and that conversely a sympathy with one's historical subject can give 
genuine insights which are otherwise denied. The way can be open, 
whether or not we approve, for the writing of diverse ‘committed his- 
tories’, whether Marxist, Christian, or other. And that could seem like 
a open acceptance of bias.76 

These debates are salutary as they alert us to the difficulty, the 
reality of the personal factor in the most meticulous modern scholar. 
There are the dangers of false-objectivity on the one hand, and the 
positive claims of sympathetic insight on the other. It would be an ex- 
treme position to suggest that history is so far written in the his- 
torian’s own image that no sufficient deposit of hard truth is left. The 
best course is to strike a balance in which historians are honest about 
their presuppositions and allow them to be present, even influential, 
in their thought, yet recognize the primacy of the documents, 
allowing the evidence to call those presuppositions into question.?” 
There is in the last analysis enough ‘hard’ material there to make 
fruitful discussion and persuasion possible. 

If then our modern house is in considerable disorder, without 
thereby becoming uninhabitable, we cannot pass comprehensive 
judgment on the ancients for not being exempt from the problems 
with which we are afflicted. It is precisely the historian's task to 
wrestle with the prepossessions of his sources, and none the less 
when those sources are themselves historiographers. The presence of 


75 See D.W. Bebbington, ‘History for Theology and Mission’, FTh 110 (1983), 
pp. 69-78, esp. pp. 71-73, in which the change in mood is described as being the 
result of the appearance of overtly Marxist interpretations of history on the one 
hand, and the rise of related disciplines such as sociology on the other. 

76 See D.W. Bebbington, ‘History for Theology and Mission’, pp. 69-78. For a 
classic Christian viewpoint see H. Butterfield, Christianity and History (London: 
Bell, 1949), notably his discussion of ‘academic history’, pp 19-22. Cf. also E.W. 
Ives, ‘History and the Christian Faith’, FTh 110 (1983), pp. 18-33. 

77 Cf. Bebbington, p. 74; Ives, pp. 32-33. 
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Tendenz in an ancient source does not invalidate that source; it 
merely requires the proper exercise of critical judgment upon it. No 
source is ‘pure history’ in the sense some theologians demand; all are 
to some extent interpretative and therefore open to the problem of 
bias. But they are not necessarily unusable for that reason. 

There are many kinds and degrees of bias. An informal listing of 
some of the obvious varieties, progressing from the more blatant to 
the marginal, will show the range of the problem: (1) self-justification, 
(2) propaganda for a cause, (3) partiality for or against persons or in- 
stitutions, whether through fear, favour or anger, (4) pious en- 
comium, (5) an ethical, theological or philosophical understanding of 
the nature of history, (6) unconscious reproduction (or deliberate 
repudiation) of a cultural Zeitgeist, (7) personal temperament and 
background, (8) individuality of style and method. 

Most of these things are not necessarily bad in themselves. The 
personal factor is ever present, and these or similar categories could 
probably be illustrated in the works of historians and scholars ancient 
or modern. All eight lend themselves to abuses, but even that fact 
need not induce despair. One modern scholar has written: “The 
Gallic War is among the most potent works of propaganda ever 
written’ (Grant, p. 190, on Caesar), but also ‘it is usually extremely 
hard to fault him on facts’ (Grant, p. 188). In fact Caesar possessed a 
remarkable gift to persuade through the apparently dispassionate 
presentation of a basically accurate story, yet his work remains of 
high historical worth.”8 Thus the speech of Ariovistus (Bell. Gall. 
1.44), summarized in oratio obliqua, exemplifies Caesar's way of 
putting the strongest possible arguments in the mouths of his 
enemies (cf. Grant, p. 189), while yet implanting indirectly in the 
minds of his readers the idea that his military successes were being 
undermined by treachery in Rome. In the Civil War too we are given 
the impression of Caesar as the apostle of reconciliation, forced into a 
conflict he never wanted by a personal vendetta which left him no 
other defence (Bell. Civ. 1.4ff.). 

It would be easy to cite examples whose bearing on historicity is 
diverse. Xenophon is careful to show his own conduct as correct (e.g. 
Anab. 4ff.) without showing Caesar's genius for self-justification, but 
where we can check his Hellenica against the papyrus fragments of 
the Oxyrhynchus historian he is open to criticism, less for bias than 


78 See however the discussion of his works in Suet. Div. Julius 56, especially the 
opinion cited from Asinius Pollio that he was too credulous in accepting the ac- 
counts of others and gave a perverted account, whether deliberately or from for- 
getfulness. (56.4). To suggest carelessness underrates the remarkable, calculated 
skill of the writing. 


88 The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History 


because the latter is better informed.7? Josephus, to whom we shall 
return below, is more blatant than either in his self-vindication. Yet 
he is also an important historical source, if used cautiously.80 The 
more subtle forms of subjectivity are exemplified throughout ancient 
literature, not least in the cultural characteristics, the ethical and 
metaphysical interests, the focus on personalities, on military and po- 
litical events. The most conscientious writers in any age are not ex- 
empt from the tendencies of their times, nor even from some parti- 
sanship within it. Thucydides, who can recount his own failure and 
exile without excuse (Thuc. 4.104-107; 5.26.5), and who was enabled 
by it to see both sides of the conflict impartially (5.26.5), cannot dis- 
guise his bitter contempt for Cleon (e.g. 4.28; 5.10.9; 5.16.1). Polybius, 
Dionysius and Livy are all in different ways moved by the pheno- 
menon of the rise of Rome. But the most far-reaching problems in this 
area are posed by the major Roman figures, Sallust and especially 
Tacitus. Sallust's monographs are literary portraits of striking vivid- 
ness and power, but highly suspect as historical sources, where for 
instance his chronology is sometimes distorted to suit the dramatic 
thrust of the narrative.8! He makes an explicit claim to impartiality, 
his mind being ‘free from hope, fear and partisanship’.82 In the event 
his intensely moralistic view of history, and indeed his own previous 
record in public life, make this claim difficult to sustain. He uses a 


79 The Oxyrhynchus Papyri 5, ed. B.P. Grenfell and A.S. Hunt (London: Egypt 
Exploration Fund, 1908) 842, pp. 110-242. The unknown writer shows himself a 
historian of the first rank, and the work has been conjecturally attributed to either 
Theopompus or Cratippus, the latter suggestion being favoured by the lack of 
speeches in the twenty-one columns substantially preserved (cf n.46 above), 
though this writer is otherwise little more than a name. For his superiority to 
Xenophon see Grenfell and Hunt, pp. 124, 126, 141 (involving bias), 142. He is in- 
dependent of Xenophon, and an important, previously unidentified, source for 
Diodorus. See I.A.F. Bruce, An Historical Commentary on the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia 
(CUP, 1967). 

80 Although in some aspects he is perhaps overrated through the failure to allow 
for his propensity for the rhetorical and exaggerated. 

81 Thus he antedates the beginning of Catiline's conspiracy to 64 BC (Sall. Cat. 
17.1) rather than as following his electoral failure in that year (cf. J.C. Rolfe in 
Loeb Sallust (1921) p. xiii). Quintilian's judgment, comparing Sallust with 
Thucydides (nec opponere Thucydidi Sallustium verear, Inst. Or. 10.1.101) is overfa- 
vourable, and defensible only on literary, not on critical, grounds. Sallust's repu- 
tation, however, was founded more strongly on his lost Histories than on his ex- 
tant monographs on Catiline and Jugurtha. 

82 Mihi a spe, metu, partibus rei publicae animus liber erat (Sall. Cat. 4.2). Note 
however his eulogy of Caesar and of Cato (Cat. 53.6-54.6) with his faint praise of 
Cicero (Cat. 22.3; 31.6; 43.1; 48.1, 8-9; 49.1), some of these references suggesting 
imputations which are not rebuffed. 
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study on one important conflict to indoctrinate the reader with his 
opinions of the whole sweep of Roman history.83 In Sallust the per- 
sonal factor makes for unreliable history, but the problem lies less in 
the personal factor, as such, than in his faulty treatment of the evi- 
dence which it has induced. Tacitus is the classic instance of the 
power of personal prejudice, despite his opening claim to write ‘with- 
out anger or partiality, from whose motives I am far removed.’84 He 
had first risen to high office under Domitian, at a time of fear and 
danger for the senatorial class to which he belonged, and wrote under 
the more liberal régime of Trajan, and projects back into his por- 
trayals of Tiberius or Nero his sense of the origins of the suspicious 
and brutal tyranny he had experienced. His yearning for the sup- 
posed virtues of the old Republic may be unrealistic, but it inspired in 
him the bitter power to create indelible portraits which have stamped 
the early emperors as bizarre monsters upon the consciousness of 
posterity. As other sources for the period share a similar hostile tra- 
dition,®5 it has become a difficult problem whether the emperors 
were really as bad as they are painted. It is interesting to note that the 
actions of a Tiberius, as reported by Tacitus himself, are capable of a 
favourable construction: the damage is done in Tacitus’ insinuations 
about their motivation. Lack of evidence only serves to prove 
Tiberius’ ability to dissemble (e.g. Ann. 3.2). Tacitus goes to great 
length to deny an imputation that Tiberius had poisoned his own son 
Drusus, an idea we should never have entertained had it not been so 
insidiously planted (Ann. 4.10-11). The stages of Tiberius’ self-reve- 
lation are finally unravelled in a concluding character-sketch (Ann. 
6.51): he had had for instance ‘an inscrutable and disingenuous 
period of hypocritical virtues’. Yet in all this the bias can largely be 
separated out from the record of events, on which Tacitus is our prin- 
cipal authority. The difficulty of the process must not be underrated, 


83 E.g. Sall. Cat. 1-13 passim; Jug. 1-4; DJ. Stewart, ‘Sallust and Fortuna’, His- 
tory and Theory 7 (1968), pp. 298-317, with discussions of the key Sallustian con- 
cepts of fortuna, virtus and ingenium. 

84 Sine ira et studio, quorum causas procul habeo (Tac. Ann. 1.1). 

85 Especially Suetonius, apparently the earliest writer of dispassionate bio- 
graphy, as opposed to encomium. His Lives are rich in dramatic anecdote, with 
little attempt at editing or consistent portrayal, but they are heir to a similar tra- 
dition. Among non-historical and non-political writers the savage satire of Juve- 
nal and Martial's flattery of Domitian (renounced in 10.72 after the tyrant's death) 
enlarge the picture. The Letters of the younger Pliny occasionally reflect some- 
thing of the same perils as those which occasioned the bitterness of his friend 
Tacitus (Pliny Ep. 3.11.3). 

86 Occultum ac subdolum fingendis virtutibus (Ann. 6.51). 
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but it is precisely the task of the historian to undertake it, and we 
need not be unduly pessimistic. Tacitus remains a most valuable and 
reliable source when critically evaluated, and our access to the ‘his- 
torical Tiberius’ or the ‘historical Nero’ would be minimal without 
him. He is in this respect far superior to Sallust, irrespective of the 
bias factor, because he is so much more reliable in his treatment of the 
‘hard’ evidence.8” 


(f) The Purpose and the Qualifications of the Historian 


Although this final heading overlaps some of the topics already con- 
sidered, including selection, ethical stance and bias, it may be useful 
to restate our interim findings and prepare for the closer examination 
of Acts itself. Here then, is a tabulation, with occasional comment, of 
some of the conceptions of purpose and qualification which have 
emerged in our sampling of the ancient literature. Purpose: (1) to be 
politically useful; (2) to provide ethical instruction or example; (3) to 
record a subject of great intrinsic importance; (4) to enlarge the fame 
both of the subject and the author; (5) to present the subject in a style 
worthy of its greatness; (6) to create a work of literature, in the light 
of certain views of the kinship of history to epic poetry, tragedy or 
rhetoric; (7) to explain the writer's concept of his subject to his 
intended readership; (8) to present the truth ‘as it actually happened’. 
Qualifications: (1) to have been an eyewitness participant; (2) to be a 
man of affairs, experienced in political and military matters; (3) to be 
a critically trained observer and interviewer; (4) to have seen both 
sides of a conflict, as an expatriate or exile; (5) to have travelled to the 
scenes of the events; (6) to have the ability to be impartial, as exempt 
from the direct operation of fear or favour; (7) to possess a literary 
style worthy of the subject. 

These lists read strangely to the modern mind, even apart from the 
incompatibilities included together within them. Purposes (4) and (5), 
for instance, are variants of a literary motivation which seems to us 
misconceived. An illustration of (5), however, is the curious passage 


87 Discussion of this topic may be concluded with reference to the statement of 
Arrian (Anab. 1.1) that he follows Ptolemy son of Lagus and Aristobulus 
wherever they agree, as they are the best sources, for both were participants, and 
Ptolemy was actually a king. Mendacity would be dishonourable in a king. As 
moreover both wrote after Alexander's death, there was no dvdyxn or pto8ds to 
induce falsification in their writing. It is perhaps a significant point about the an- 
cient idea of bias that it could be categorized in these terms (cf. Sallust, Tacitus). 
Kings are not necessarily exempt from the temptation to a propagandist re- 
writing of history, even if directly mercenary or prudential motives are not 
operative on them. 
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in Arrian (Anab. 1.12): Alexander is less fortunate than Achilles in 
not yet having had his Homer.88 Arrian is worthy of the theme. His 
name is not unknown. He can count himself a master in Greek litera- 
ture if Alexander may be counted such in the profession of arms 
(1.12.5). Writer and subject depend on each other's renown. He re- 
fuses, like the writers satirized by Lucian, to boast of his credentials. 
Let his work speak for itself, alike in historical quality and style.89 

Another point which deserves special notice is the last statement 
of purpose, the presentation of the truth, implicit in much of the best 
ancient historiography, however often denied. Lucian’s words Tot 8} 
ovyypadéws Epyov év, ws étpdxOn elteiv (de Hist. Conscrib. 39) are 
almost exactly the same as Ranke's wie es eigentlich gewesen.® 


3. Biography as an Alternative Model for the Historiography of Luke 


The ancients viewed biography as a genre distinct from history, with 
a separate course of development.®! The earliest specimens are Xeno- 
phon's Agesilaus and Isocrates' Evagoras, both showing an ancestry 
in encomium, as Isocrates himself concedes.9? The interest in the in- 
fluence of personalities was already active in Greek literature, in such 
works as Plato's Symposium or Xenophon's Memorabilia. But Iso- 
crates declares himself an innovator in a genre never previously at- 
tempted: mepl 8€ t&v ToLolTwy obdels TuwTOT’ abTav ovyypddeLv 
étrexelpnoev (Evag. 8).93 Hellenistic biography is preserved only in 


88 Cf. also Sall. Cat. 8.2-5: the acts of the Athenians are celebrated even beyond 
their true glory because of the genius of their writers, while the Romans were 
‘men of action’ and had never produced such writers among their ablest men. 

89 See Schepens, Anc Soc 2 (1971), pp. 254-68. 

90 It has however been pointed out that eigentlich usually meant ‘essentially’ 
rather than ‘actually’ in 19th century German usage (Bebbington, Patterns in 
History [Leicester: IVP, 1979], p. 107). 

91 See generally D.S. Stuart, Epochs of Greek and Roman Biography (Berkeley: Uni- 
versity of California Press, 1928); A. Momigliano, The Development of Greek Bio- 
graphy: Four Lectures (Cambridge Mass: Harvard University Press, 1971). The 
classic work is F. Leo, Die griechisch-rémische Biographie nach ihrer literarischen 
Form (Leipzig: Teubner, 1901). This however is organized by literary type, not in 
historical perspective, and begins with Suetonius. Biography is commonly a late 
development in a national literature, not least among the Greeks. Though the 
Greeks had ‘a genius for commemoration’, the Roman temperament was more 
addicted to chronicles (Stuart, pp. 6-7). See also A.J. Gossage on Plutarch and 
G.B. Townsend on Suetonius in Latin Biography, ed. T.A. Dorey (London: Rout- 
ledge and Kegan Paul, 1967), pp. 45-77, 79-111. 

92 Evag. 8-11; Stuart, p. 19. 

93 Stuart, F 92-94 questions the view accepted since Leo that Isocrates is 
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fragments of Satyrus' Life of Euripides?4 and Nicolaus of Damascus’ 
Augustus.95 The former has been considered the oldest pure bio- 
graphy, evidently a popular work, and remarkable in being written in 
a rudimentary dialogue form. The earliest surviving collection of bio- 
graphies is that of the Roman Cornelius Nepos (Ist cent. BC). The 
major names in the genre are Plutarch in Greek and Suetonius in 
Latin, both of whom wrote in the early 2nd cent. AD. Later exemplars 
of varieties of the genre are Philostratus and Diogenes Laertius in the 
3rd cent. At the lowest level of biographical writing are the brief lives 
attached to manuscripts of ancient authors, which may be little more 
than a mixture of gossip and polemic with anecdotes based on 
fanciful influences from the writings, not least from literalistic con- 
struings of poetic metaphor.% 

Polybius distinguishes the encomium sharply from history. His 
own encomiastic work on Philopoemen demanded ‘a summary and 
heightened presentation of his achievements’, whereas the history, 
‘impartial to praise and blame, seeks the strictly true account’.9” 
Plutarch also makes the distinction: obte yap ltotoplas ypddopev, 
ada Blovs (Plut. Alexander 1.2), and reinforces the point with 
another application of the recurring image of the painter: artists get 
their likenesses from the face and the expression of the eyes, and little 
from the other members, and likewise the biographer's portrait is an 
attempt to depict the features of the soul (1.3).% 

It may be a more elusive task to delimit precisely the diagnostic 
characters of this distinction. It is rather that the two categories have a 
different pedigree, exemplified in broad, general differences of type, 
method and ethos, but without excluding much variability and even 


justified in this claim. 

94 P Oxy 9 (1912) 1176, 2nd cent. AD papyrus of 2nd cent. BC writer. 

95 Jacoby, FGH II A No. 90, pp. 391-420, frags 125-30, early 1st cent. AD. 

96 See esp. J.A. Fairweather, ‘Fiction in the Biographies of Ancient Writers’, Anc 
Soc 5 (1974), pp. 231-75. Note her warning, ‘The modern scholar has to be ex- 
tremely cautious over applying to ancient literature a technique of literary criti- 
cism which can be most fruitful where modern authors are concerned: the de- 
tecting of psychological motivation for aspects of a man's writing in events which 
are known to have happened to him in the course of his life’ (p. 239). The caution 
may apply no less, if for slightly different reasons, in the treatment of better 
sources from an ancient and imperfectly controlled context. On the general out- 
line of the history of biography see further Momigliano, Biography, p. 8. 

97 amjter Tov KedadatwSy Kal pet’ abfijoews THv mpdfewy drodoyiopdy, but 
history, ko.vds adv étalvou xal pdyou, Cnret tov ade] Kal Tdv pert’ 
dtroSelEews Kal Tav éxdotois tapeToHévww ovMoyiopav (Polybius 10.21 [24].8). 
98 Lucian, de Hist. Conscrib. 13 scornfully likens the painter's idealization of his 
subject to the flattery which falsifies the truthfulness required of history. 
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overlap.9? Many features are strongly evocative of just the same kind 
of cultural milieu, the strong ethical emphasis and purpose, the mix- 
tures of popular religion, philosophical stance and partial rationali- 
zation, all elements clearly seen in Plutarch. But the biography is 
more likely to give an impressionistic portrait, less rigorous in its 
profession of detachment, chronology or critical treatment of sources, 
often anecdotal and topically arranged around the presentation of 
character. In Plutarch a character is presented as an example to be ad- 
mired and imitated (Pericles), or occasionally to be shunned (Deme- 
trius), or as a warning of flawed goodness (Cimon). A subject em- 
bodies a single master-virtue, the ‘justice’ of Aristides or the ‘ambi- 
tion’ of Themistocles.100 Plutarch, more than Suetonius, is basically 
chronological in outline, but singularly lacking in historical con- 
science where such conflicts with a greater priority: some unkind cri- 
tics object to the possibility of a meeting between Solon and Croesus 
as anachronistic, but the story is so true to the characters of both men 
that he will not reject it for such slight cause as ‘so-called canons of 
chronology’ (xpovikois Tict Aeyopévois kavdoiv, Solon 27.1).101 

We have discussed the attempts of Talbert and others to find new 
light on Luke-Acts from literary parallels isolated by sub-divisions of 
the biographical genre (See above, pp. 37-39). We are here, however, 
considering biography as an alternative model for historiography. 
The Gospel at least is, on the face of it, a Blos. But from the perspec- 
tive of our theme we need to measure Luke-Acts by a more exacting 
historical standard than that of Plutarch. The relevance of biography 
to this quest is largely negative. It is another kindred strand in the an- 
cient cultural complex. It testifies to the existence of an anecdotal or 
encomiastic tradition of the interest in personality. Perhaps this re- 
cognition helps to reinforce from another angle the ancient conscious- 
ness of the distinctive rigour which their best practitioners required 
of history, as compared with biography. There are certainly parallels 
between Luke-Acts and features of history, biography and technical 
literature. But those parallels are neither exclusive nor subject to con- 
trol. They are fluid, relevant to the general milieu, if perhaps partly in 
reaction against it and hard to place accurately within it.102 Most of 


99 Momigliano (Biography, pp. 1-2) stresses this further as an old and honoured 
distinction rarely questioned before the twentieth century, and still upheld 
vigorously by Eduard Meyer. 

100 ] am indebted in this account to Grant, pp. 314-24. 

101 Cf. BJRL 60 (1977-78), p. 30. 

102 There are many more variations and parallels within the complex of ancient 
biographical and kindred writing than may be covered in the present work. 
Lucian's Alexander and Peregrinus are bitter exposures of charlatans, Tacitus’ 
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the New Testament is perhaps best seen as a popular literature, 
imperfectly representative of any defined literary type, and 
motivated by a dominant theological purpose scarcely paralleled in 
pagan writing.!03 If Luke is a partial exception, aspiring to a more for- 
mal style in addressing a man presumably of some literary education, 
his type is still somewhat free and mixed, a concisely effective vehicle 
for what he had to say, drawing on a flexible use of the style most 
natural to him. The uninitiated reader might have taken the Gospel at 
first sight for a biography, but soon have found it an unusual one, 
and then have been moved by the impact of the double work in 
directions other than the normal reactions to biography or history. It 
is my contention that one of the inevitable questions posed as a result 
of the document was whether it really happened. Ancient biography, 
no less than ancient historiography, may need to serve as a historical 
source. The question here is whether the work is a good source. And 
it needs to be measured by the stricter rather than the laxer measure. 
Rigorous concepts of history existed in Luke's world: Luke must be 
judged by his performance rather than on the slippery ground of 
parallels. 


4. Luke and Josephus 


We must return finally to the relationship raised at the beginning of 
this chapter. There are four levels at which the bearing of Josephus or 
Luke may need to be raised: (1) that there is a direct literary relation- 
ship between them, that one is dependent on the other; (2) that they 
are closely comparable as historians, treating overlapping events with 
similar principles and methods; (3) that they are not closely 


Agricola is a pious tribute with the overtones of a moral and political tract, Jose- 
phus' Vita is a rare specimen of autobiography, and an evident self-vindication. 
Plutarch's idea of ‘parallel lives’ likewise may command informal parallels in the 
Roman and Smyrnean parallels of Hermogenes (CIG 3311) and the like, but 
these should not be used to enhance the significance of Peter-Paul or even Jesus- 
Paul parallels in Luke-Acts apart from rigorous study of date and dependence. 
All these features are naturally enough rooted in the general milieu. 

103 Partial exceptions may be found in some of the orations of Aelius Aristides in 
their bearing on Asclepius-cult or in Philostratus' Life of Apollonius, both much 
later, and the latter perhaps actually the product of a conscious reaction against 
Christianity. For discussion of the ‘aretalogy’ concept in this connection see 
above, and for criticism of the ‘Theios Aner’ concept as applied to Apollonius see 
D.L. Tiede, The Charismatic Figure as Miracle Worker (Missoula Mont: SBL, 1972); 
C.H. Holladay, ‘Theios Aner’ in Hellenistic Judaism (Missoula Mont: Scholars 
Press, 1977). For documentary attestation of an itinerant pagan dedicated to the 
service of his god see the letter of Zoilus of Aspendos (258/7 BC, Deissmann, 
Light, pp. 152-61). 
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comparable except as belonging to a broadly contemporary and re- 
lated milieu, which needs to be studied in itself if we are to reach a 
plausible account of their relative places in the social and cultural 
complex; (4) that in detail they offer independent, and sometimes 
contradictory, accounts of some of the same events. 

The first point should not delay us here. Iam not aware that any 
scholar has argued that Josephus is dependent on Luke, but the 
theory of Lukan dependence on Josephus has had in its day a certain 
vogue, and has been used as a major argument for the late dating of 
Luke-Acts.104 But where the two writers touch, they often conflict. 
This scarcely favours the first hypothesis, unless we assume that 
Luke was singularly careless or prejudiced to contradict his source 
gratuitously. In other contexts scholars are wisely cautious to posit 
knowledge or dependence even where verbal resemblances exist.10 

(3) and (4) are both relevant areas of exploration. The former ex- 
presses more nearly the nature of the relationship. It is beyond the 
scope of this study to analyse the common milieu in detail. I am re- 
minded of a lecture by the ancient historian F.G.B. Millar, who 
undertook a comparative study on ground rather different from that 
of most New Testament scholarship. By-passing entirely the analysis 
of source and redaction in Luke which his audience expected, Millar, 
from his own familiarity with the Palestinian milieu shared by 
Josephus and the Lukan Jesus, affirmed Luke's closeness to the 
events, while remaining critical of Luke's veracity.!% 

Case (4) concerns such notable cruxes as the Nativity and census 
under Quirinius, the Theudas reference, the date of the succession of 
Festus, and the like, where the conflict of evidence poses concrete 


104 The arguments prominent at the close of the last century, and associated par- 
ticularly with the names of C. Clemen, M. Krenkel and P.W. Schmiedel, are for- 
cibly rebutted by A. Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel 
according to St. Luke ICC (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 4th edn, 1901) pp. xxix-xxx. 
The debate will claim further attention in chapter 9 below. 

105 Note e.g. the caution displayed in finding specific knowledge of the New 
Testament in the earliest Apostolic Fathers. See e.g. D.A. Hagner, The Use of the 
Old and New Testaments in Clement of Rome, NovT Supp. xxxiv (Leiden: Brill, 
1973). Plummer insists that ‘Josephus must not be used both ways. If the resem- 
blances are made to prove that Luke copied Josephus, then the discrepancies 
should not be employed to prove that Luke's statements are erroneous. If Luke 
had a correct narrative to guide him, why did he diverge from it only to make 
blunders? ... Moreover, where the statements of either can be tested, it is Luke 
who is commonly found to be accurate, whereas Josephus is often convicted of 
exaggeration and error’ (pp. xxix-xxx). 

106 Cf. BJRL 60 (1977-78), p. 50n. It is good again to stress the value of interaction 
between the different approaches of different disciplines. 
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historical problems. The instances found in Acts will of course be 
treated in their place as specific problems at the heart of our subject. 

Concerning (2), we have seen that Luke and Josephus are not par- 
ticularly close in aims and method, and actually reflect differing 
trends within ancient historiography. But this issue cannot be closed 
without some further consideration of recent discussion, especially 
the important contribution of F.G. Downing.!07 

Downing's examination of Josephus’ handling both of the Old 
Testament text and of non-canonical material in the Epistle of Aris- 
teas is of much interest. He concludes that Josephus is free in altering 
the wording of his sources, and that historian evidently does not 
think this at variance with his strong professions of accuracy. Further, 
Josephus seems to paraphrase for the sake of change, since most of 
these changes have no obvious motivation. There is no real invention 
of material, though he may variously rearrange, tidy, conflate or em- 
bellish his sources. The second part of the study, which applies 
these findings to the purpose and method of Luke, is less successful. 
Downing claims that Luke is actually much closer verbally to his 
sources than Josephus, and points in at least one connection to his 
relative brevity. 10 

Although the bulk of Downing's detailed discussion is directed to 
the Gospel, and falls outside the scope of the present volume, his 
attempt to justify Luke on a Josephan model seems forced, and the 
further link with Dionysius accentuates rather than eases the prob- 
lem. Downing's study amounts to being an interestingly documented 
study of some of the phenomena of redaction as such, and makes the 
important point that it involves more complex factors than Tendenz, 
even in a writer so evidently tendentious as Josephus. The resem- 
blances between Luke and Josephus lack significant specificity.!10 The 
dissimilarities may cut more deeply. The differences which touch 


107 JSNT 8 (1980), pp. 46-65, 9 (1980), pp. 29-48; Cf. NTS 28 (1982), pp. 546-59. 

108 For Aristeas he follows the detailed study by A. Pelletier, Flavius Joséphe, 
adapteur de la lettre d’Aristée (Paris: Klincksieck, 1962), JSNT 8 (1980), pp. 48-49; 
for his use of the Biblical text, pp. 50-64. 

109 ‘The extraordinary extent of verbal similarities’ (JSNT 9 [1980], p. 33); for the 
brevity, noted in discussing the Lukan Preface, but equally evident elsewhere, 
see p. 31. 

110 ‘Following Josephus’ conventions’ (JSNT 9 [1980], pp. 36, 41) makes the 
resemblances seem far more explicit than they really are. The passages discussed 
are either natural examples of ‘editing’ in a trivial sense applicable far more 
widely than this comparison, or parallels whose relevance may be considered 
forced, often prefaced by phrases like ‘might have produced’, ‘would be entirely 
credible’. 
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directly on the historical question are the following: 

(1) Josephus is attempting a comprehensive history of a people 
(Ant.) or period (BJ), whereas Luke's work is extremely narrow and 
selective in its focus. 

(2) Where Josephus’ major works are extended over many books, 
Luke has written two books tersely, though not incompatible with oc- 
casional repetition and duplication (e.g. Cornelius and the three ver- 
sions of Paul's conversion).!1 

(3) The advocacy implicit in the two writers is different: Luke is on 
any view self-effacing, his purpose theological (even if its expression 
is through a historical record) whereas Josephus' record is intensely 
personal in areas where his own conduct had incurred criticism; he 
does not have a similarly evangelical motive.1!2 

(4) The theological outlook of Josephus, on Downing's own view, is 
close to the ‘ethical providential theism’ of Dionysius (NTS 28 [1982], 
p. 547), but the further assimilation of Luke to this comparison (pp. 
557-58) is difficult to sustain. Although both authors may be trying to 
communicate with a pagan readership, where Josephus may be prone 
to accommodate, Luke's theology, even as presented in Acts 17, may 
interact with pagan thinking, but is bold to counter it. These two 
headings involve a different resolution of the history-theology ten- 
sion in the two writers. 

(5) Josephus’ writing is strongly marked by rhetoric, and stands (with 
Dionysius) in a distinctively rhetorical tradition within ancient his- 
toriography; Luke, while capable of sophisticated literary style in his 
preface, is never rhetorical. 

(6) The speeches in Josephus are characteristic products of that rhe- 
torical tendency; those of Acts are brief, and if we may adduce the 
‘speeches’ of Jesus in the Third Gospel, their content is reproduced 
almost verbatim in part from a preserved source (Mark) or a closely 
inferable one (Q or equivalent). 

(7) Josephus, while an invaluable witness to matters within his ex- 
perience, is prone to sensationalize and exaggerate; Luke is 
restrained. Josephus dwells on the horrors of the famine in doomed 
Jerusalem (BJ 5.10.3.429-38) or the grotesque fates of refugees (BJ 


111 It is perhaps a question for each part of his work how much could be packed 
into a single papyrus roll, yet without distorting his choice and the unhurried 
command of his material. Cf. Hengel, Acts, pp. 8-9. 

112 Whatever the view taken of Downing's statement of the aim of both Josephus 
and Dionysius as to ‘entertain high-minded pagans’ (NTS 28 (1982], p. 558), his 
application of the same phrase to Luke reads strangely, even though for Josephus 
and Luke he qualifies it to imply that they did it by a parallel presentation of 
their respective groups. These parallels seem forced, as does the unqualified 
application to Josephus of the Lukan characteristics listed at JSNT 9 (1980), p. 32. 
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5.12.4.548-52), or a mother eating her child, a scene complete with 
speeches (BJ 6.3.3.199-4.213). This problem is especially apparent in 
the treatment of numbers. In Acts 4,000 men follow the Egyptian ban- 
dit into the desert, and in Josephus 30,000.1!3 Josephus has ‘not less 
than three million Jews’ in an anti-Roman demonstration; can we 
accept such a figure?114 

(8) The attitude to the miraculous is different in the two writers: In 
Josephus there is an ambivalence like that in pagan historiography. 
He rationalizes even Biblical narratives, often by omission or radical 
reinterpretation, yet he is not averse to heightening the providential 
action of God in dramatic natural events. He lists bizarre prodigies 
presaging the fall of Jerusalem (BJ 6.5.3.288-309), and turns at once to 
the providence of God as being on the Roman side (BJ 6.5.4.310-15). 
This is a far cry from Luke, for whom the miraculous is an in- 
separable part of God's dealing in vindication of Christ and in com- 
passion to the needy, but not to be indulged in for its own sake. This 
of course does not make the miraculous less of a problem to the mo- 
dern reader of Luke as opposed to Josephus, but the cases are consi- 
derably different. 

The most telling apparent similarity is one which, ironically, the 
common trend of criticism would forbid the scholar to stress at face 
value, that Luke was, ostensibly, like Josephus, an eyewitness partici- 
pant in some part of his narrative. Their professions of research and 
accuracy are couched in very similar terms. It is the historian's duty, 
according to Josephus, to know his facts dxpiBds, ‘either through 
having been in close touch with the events, or by inquiry from those 
who knew them’ (4 tapnkodovénkéta Tois yeyovéo. f Tapa Tév 
el8d6Twy TuvOavdpevov, Ap. 1.10.53), a formulation closely recalling 
the evidential categories favoured by Polybius. Josephus was quali- 
fied to write the history of the war as ‘a participant in many and an 
eyewitness in most of its events’ (ToMGv Lev abtoupyds tpdEewv, 


113 Acts 21:38; Jos. BJ 2.13.5.261-63. 

114 otk ehdtTous TpLakoolwy pupLddwv (BJ 2.14.3.280). Josephus’ credit might be 
salvaged in particular cases by the assumption that there has been manuscript 
error in the transmission of numerals, but this will certainly not explain the 
habitual pattern. Note how his numbers grow from the Jewish War to the Anti- 
quities: E.g. BJ 2.6.3.97 with Ant. 17.11.4.320 and BJ 2.6.3.100 with Ant. 
17.11.5.323; see BJRL 60 (1977-78), p. 50. Cf. also ‘(Was it true) that a missile hit a 
pregnant woman and shot her child out of her body for a hundred yards? Dida 
stone used as a projectile really knock a man’s head off and fling it like a pebble 
more than six times that distance?’ (Grant, p. 258). The height of Mt. Tabor is 
given as énl tprdxovta otaSlous (BJ 4.1.55), nearly four miles or 20,000 ft., the 
actual elevation being 1843 ft., less than 10%. 
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TAElaTwy 8’ abtéttms yevdpevos, Ap. 1.10.55).115 In his preface to 
the Jewish War he condemns those who have written co¢.oTikds 
from hearsay (dko7}), and exhibit sometimes katnyopla, sometimes éy- 
kwp.ov, but Td dKpiBés of history nowhere, from flattery of the 
Romans or hatred of the Jews (BJ 1.1.1.1-2), vices from which Jose- 
phus evidently regards himself as exempt. 

Josephus, then, makes strong professions of accuracy in terms 
reminiscent of the best standards current in antiquity. While acknow- 
ledging his indispensable value to us, we may entertain grave doubts 
whether he will stand the scrutiny of his own claims. Luke expresses 
himself briefly and with restraint in similar terms, and our brief com- 
parison above implies a prima facie impression that Luke acquits 
himself very much better on some of the points where they differ. 

We must refrain from pursuing here the great range of secondary 
literature on historiography and studies of the significance of literary 
parallels in particular. Thus S.J.D. Cohen has presented an interesting 
case for supposing that Josephus saw himself as the Jeremiah of his 
day, the true prophet who declared that the true vocation of Judaea 
was in submission to the conqueror legitimated by God as the instru- 
ment of his judgment. The direct influence of a Biblical prototype is 
plausible enough, whatever he thought of its influence on the psy- 
chology of Josephus. But the further link with Polybius seems 
tenuous, and the theological dimension of the supposed relationship 
yet more so.116 


Conclusions 


The main interim conclusion of this chapter is somewhat negative, 
that the question remains wide open. But it is a step forward to have 
recognized that. Historiography is in any case a relevant part of the 
context, and deserves exploring on that account alone. The key does 
not lie in literary parallels, and we need to pursue complementary 
approaches. Positively, weight should be given to several features 
existing in ancient historiography which our study has thrown up, 
not because Luke can be lightly presupposed to relate to them, but 


115 Cf. Polybius 3.4.13: &a 7d Tév TeloTwy ph pdvov adTémtms, ad’ dv pev 
auvepyds, dv 8 Kal xeLploTis yeyovévat, and see the further parallels cited by 
Wikenhauser, p. 139. The parallel use of the perfect participle of tapaxodovdeiv, is 
also striking. Cf. also Polybius 3.32.2, where however the verb refers to the 
reader's ability to ‘follow clearly’ Polybius' comprehensive narrative. Josephus’ 
criticism of Greek historiography (Ap. 1.2.6-5.27), and his defence of the creden- 
tials of the Hebrew scriptures, (Ap. 1.6.28-9.43) are of much interest. 

116$.J.D. Cohen, ‘Josephus, Jeremiah, and Polybius’, History and Theory 21 
(1982), pp. 366-81. 
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because they raise the question whether he did, and forbid that 
question to be ruled out of court as inapplicable to the ancient world. 
The points in view are the following: (1) the existence of a distinctive 
and rigorous theory of historiography; (2) the stress on eyewitness 
participation; (3) the importance of interviewing eyewitnesses; (4) the 
limitation of coverage to material where the writer has privileged 
access to evidence of guaranteed quality; (5) the stress on travel to the 
scene of events; (6) the prospect then (and for us) of checking details 
with contemporary documents; (7) the occasional insistence on the 
use of sources for speeches; and (8) the vigour of the concept of 
‘truth’ in history ‘as it actually happened’. 


Chapter 4 
Types of Knowledge Displayed in Acts 


In the preliminaries considered thus far, we have set the stage, clarified 
the issues, and insisted on the openness of the question. We are still 
confronted by the phenomenon of opinions so sharply polarized that 
it seems difficult to find ground for communication. Among older 
writers the spectrum ranges from judgments such as the following 
(on the Antioch passage): ‘When we examine the whole contents of 
the narrative its historical value shrinks until it reaches the vanishing 
point. No single detail is possible’,! or that the knowledge pos- 
sessed by the writer (about the Apostolic Age) is ‘significantly 
meagre’,? to opinions which class Luke ‘among the historians of the 
first rank’3 or call his history ‘unsurpassed in respect of its trust- 
worthiness’.4 He has even been ranked as ‘the greatest of all his- 
torians’.5 And the great Eduard Meyer wrote, ‘Sein Werk, trotz des 
viel kleineren Umfangs, [erhalt] doch denselben Charakter wie die 
der grofSen Historiker, eines Polybios, eines Livius und so vieler 
andrer’.6 More recently the followers of Dibelius have urged a 
renewed scepticism. Haenchen writes, ‘Luke was no professional his- 
torian and was not interested in writing a history of early Chris- 
tianity, aside from the fact that in his time the concepts history and 
early Christianity were still nonexistent’ (italics sic).7 Vielhauer 


1 C. von Weizsacker, The Apostolic Age of the Christian Church, tr. J. Millar from 
the 2nd German edn (London and Edinburgh: Williams and Norgate, 1894), 
1.106, cited in part by A.T. Robertson, Luke the Historian in the Light of Research 
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1920), p. 2, but without specifying that it applies to a 
particular passage and not the whole book. 

2 Juilicher, Introduction, p. 434 (‘von bezeichnender Diirrftigkeit’, Einleitung, p. 
344). Jiilicher is further critical of Baur's Tendenzkritik: The writer is wrongly 
credited with intentions where in reality all is explained by ignorance, by the 
incompleteness of his materials, and by his incapacity to carry himself back into 
the modes of thought even of a just-departed age’ (p. 437). 

3 Ramsay, SPTR, p. 4. 

4 Ramsay, Bearing, p. 81. 

5 Robertson, p. 43; cf. p. 41, where he cites a similar judgment by Ramsay. 

6 E. Meyer, Ursprung und Anfdnge des Christentums, (Stuttgart and Berlin: J.G. 
Cotta, 1924) 1.2; cf. A.A.T. Ehrhardt, The Acts of the Apostles. Ten Lectures (Man- 
chester University Press, 1969), p. 12. 

7 Haenchen, SLA, p. 258. On the other hand, according to Haenchen, ‘To him 
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speaks of the purpose of Acts as ‘primarily to give the historical re- 
port’, but regards Luke's concept of history as a continuous redemp- 
tive process, ‘regardless of how far the result was from the examples 
of antiquity and the claims of modern historiography’.8 From this 
perspective ‘Ed. Meyer, who approaches Acts with the presuppositions 
of a historian of antiquity [my italics] and treats it with the greatest 
confidence, misunderstands the nature of its accounts and the way in 
which they are connected’.9 Yet the historical merits of Luke's work 
have been strongly upheld in recent historical scholarship: Sherwin- 
White has written, ‘For Acts the confirmation of historicity is over- 
whelming ... Any attempt to reject its basic historicity even in matters 
of detail must now appear absurd. Roman historians have long taken 
it for granted’ .10 Sherwin-White criticizes trenchantly what he sees as 
a hyper-critical tendency among theological scholars. While his- 
torians today often hold a higher opinion of Acts than do theologians, 
the book also has its more cautious defenders among the theologians, 
most recently in Marshall's words: ‘There is a strong case for 
regarding Acts as an essentially reliable account of what it reports’.11 

The problem is that such diverse views, often hyperbolically ex- 
pressed, give little firm common ground on which to proceed. Each 
side may be tempted to subsist inviolate by ignoring or dismissing 
the other, but such a proceeding offers little prospect of resolving the 
real difficulties. There is a complex, and often hidden, disagreement 
over presuppositions and methods. We should like to resolve the 
impasse by insisting on the inductive, and perhaps relatively less pre- 
suppositional, approach of the historian, but such an aspiration im- 
mediately exposes a further conflict between diverse understandings 
of the essence of historical method. 

Our difficulty then is in the choice of starting-point for our specific 
investigation of Acts. The only large-scale predecessor on our theme 
is the admirably thorough study by Alfred Wikenhauser,!2 a German 
Catholic work produced in the immediate aftermath of the First 
World War, and so the more isolated both from the trends of contem- 
porary German scholarship and from the Protestant scholarship of 
the English-speaking world. Wikenhauser's work has never been 
who knows how to read between the lines and to hear what is left unsaid, the 
book of Acts gives rich information about what is commonly called “the post- 
apostolic age” (p. 261). 

8 Vielhauer, SLA, p. 47. 

9 Vielhauer, SLA, p. 50n. 

10 Sherwin-White, RSRL, p. 189. 

11 Marshall, Acts, p. 43. 

12 Wikenhauser, Die Apostelgeschichte und ihr Geschichtswert (1921). 
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translated, and it has exercised much less influence than many books 
of far inferior merit. It treats its subject systematically in logical order, 
progressing from the examination of the purpose and composition of 
the book through successive categories of the internal and external 
evidence. 

That is an admirably systematic plan of exposition, but our present 
situation prompts a rather different approach, in a sequence deter- 
mined heuristically rather than logically. A central and tangible divi- 
sion of opinion concerns the value of the detail of Acts, and detail is 
open to the possibility of checking with external evidence. This 
approach is readily abused, being too often made the basis for a shal- 
low apologetic, which proceeds from illustrative confirmations of a 
few details to large conclusions about the historicity of the book. This 
attitude virtually always involves facile jumps to congenial ends by 
omitting essential stages of the argument. A major theme of this 
chapter and the next will be to explore the values, and especially the 
limitations, of the approach, and to analyse the evidential significance 
of different categories of details. There is likely to be helpful material 
here, not for supporting simplistic conclusions, but for judging 
between the broadly conflicting interpretations of Acts. The 
implications must be carefully evaluated, however. The balance of 
argument may be difficult to strike. A negative is hard to prove, and 
might be indicated only by a persistent sparseness of unforced 
collateral evidence. Conversely, the mere confirmation of the 
accuracy of individual details proves little if these are merely 
incidental or reflect common knowledge. It is necessary to analyse 
our material in a degree sufficient to establish rough criteria of signi- 
ficance. Again, the interpretation and application of some of the 
crucial documents is hotly disputed, and it may seem that we have to 
engage in an intricate argument which looks like special pleading to 
establish a very simple correlation. Yet such intricacy is often 
inescapable in the delicate task of restoring and understanding texts 
whose resultant thrust is sufficiently clear and undisputed. In this 
first sampling we cannot aspire to wrestle with difficulties which 
must take their place later. Only examples are offered here, and we 
shall argue that these examples serve to make a prima facie case for 
the viability and plausibility of what is to follow. And to that end we 
shall focus on simple examples of diverse categories and tread more 
lightly on the more difficult questions without thereby discounting 
their force. If these samples tend most frequently to be drawn from 
the later chapters of Acts, that too is readily explicable, but I defer for 
the present factors of source-criticism and the like which may be 
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involved. The subject-matter of those chapters lends itself more 
conveniently to our purpose. 

The stress in the following tabulation of categories is upon the 
correlation of external, especially documentary, sources with inconse- 
quential details in Acts, where the explanation from theological Ten- 
denz is not naturally invoked. There is a traditional argument for his- 
torical veracity from ‘undesigned coincidences’.!3 That is a debatable 
concept, but we present here an exploratory analysis of what may be 
seen as a more refined development of that type of approach. 

A. Items of geographical detail and the like which may be as- 
sumed to have been generally known. It remains difficult to estimate 
the range of general knowledge to be expected of an ancient writer or 
an ancient reader. There may be some hints here, especially for the 
particular readership, in observing which terms or practices Luke 
finds it necessary to translate or explain. We shall note representative 
specimens of this category, but to do more adds nothing of substance 
to a cumulative argument and burdens it with otiose items which dis- 
sipate its impact. 

B. More specialized details, which may still have been widely 
known to those who possessed relevant experience: titles of gover- 
nors, army units, major routes, etc., which may have been accessible 
to those who travelled or were involved in administration, but per- 
haps not to those without such backgrounds. It is clearly hazardous 
to think in terms of ancient reference books, the more so as we have 
the means of estimating the shortcomings, for instance, of the geo- 
graphical sections of Pliny's Natural History. 

C. Specifics of local routes, boundaries, titles of city magistrates, 
and the like, which may not be closely controllable in date, but are 
unlikely to have been known except to a writer who had visited the 
districts. 

It is clear that groups A to C are spread along a spectrum of 
increasing significance and that the diversions between the categories 
are fluid and arbitrary, but the more diversely the two latter may be 
documented, the stronger the indication that ‘Luke’ had at least 
travelled a wide range of the ground covered by the narrative. 

D. The correlation of the dates of known kings and governors with 
the ostensible chronology of the Acts framework. The word ‘osten- 
sible’ should be stressed here, for the issue of historicity lies between 
the ostensible and such reconstructed chronologies as that of J. Knox, 
which presuppose the erroneousness of Acts in this respect. The 
13 I take the phrase from the old work of J.J. Blunt, Undesigned Coincidences in 


the Writings both of the Old and New Testaments, an Argument of their Veracity 
(London: John Murray, 5th edn, 1856). 
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‘ostensible’ chronology is of course itself an approximation overlying 
intricate inferences,!4 based partly on the very attempt to build the 
correlations into a pattern, but the implicit danger of circularity may 
be overcome if the pattern is real and capable of further extension. 
Put conversely, if Luke has produced a pattern of synchronisms, in- 
cluding more complex synchronisms between contemporary rulers, 
this is not easily explicable from a much later perspective, and may 
serve as an indicator to draw him close in time to the events. 

E. Details appropriate to the date of Paul (or indeed to a hypo- 
thetical date of Luke in the early church), but not appropriate to the 
conditions of a date earlier or (especially) later. Indisputable ex- 
amples of this class are probably hard to find, if only because of the 
difficulty of documenting the precise dates of changes and the for- 
tuitous nature of finding such which lend themselves ready-made to 
our purpose. Partial or suggestive examples may be easier. Even 
where cases exist, however, we cannot automatically exclude the pro- 
spect of explaining them through the reproduction of earlier sources. 

F, ‘Undesigned coincidences’ between Acts and the accepted 
Pauline Epistles. It may seem odd even to postulate these, when the 
contradictions of Acts and Epistles are of the common stuff of con- 
ventional criticism. But there is a tendency to compare by over-rigid 
criteria, so that many instances of supposed contradiction are as 
indecisive as the facile harmonizations of apologetic by special 
pleading. This category requires neither forced harmonization nor 
forced contradiction, but the natural fitting of independent pieces. It 
can remain difficult to handle, for some of the luminous examples are 
embodied in complex fragments of historical reconstruction, which 
lend themselves to wider debate. 

G. Latent internal correlations within Acts. In view of the admitted 
redactional unity of the book, it is not likely that Luke will blatantly 
contradict himself within it, and probable rather that he will be 
broadly self-consistent, subject to minor anomalies of sequence, ex- 
planatory introductions and so on, such as might have been elimi- 
nated only by an exhaustively pedantic revision. We are not thinking 
here of such routine self-consistency, but of incidental details not 
stressed redactionally, whose correlation is implicit and belongs to 
the original situation. 

H. Independently attested details which agree with the 
Alexandrian against the Western text (or the reverse), and may thus 


14 Our working notion of the ‘ostensible’ chronology agrees closely with that 
tabulated in Bruce, Acts, p. 55-56, and differs markedly only in a few particulars 
from the variant approximations argued at length by G. Ogg, The Chronology of 
the Life of Paul (London: Epworth, 1968). 
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relate to stages in the textual tradition of Acts, where a secondary 
reading may refer to the conditions of a later period, and so provide 
an indirect approach to discrimination of time. 

J. Matters of common geographical knowledge or the like, men- 
tioned perhaps informally or allusively, with an unstudied accuracy 
which bespeaks familiarity. This is to be distinguished from cate- 
gories A to C as focusing on the manner of allusion. It may be a sub- 
jective thing to judge, and this kind of refinement may be disputed. 
Yet familiarity with the evidence, especially of inscriptions, permits a 
more refined judgment, and while uncertainty and dissent should be 
frankly recognized, examples in this category may be stronger than 
their apparently slight character might suggest. 

K. Differences in formulation within Acts as a possible indication 
of different categories of sources. We shall suggest for instance that 
the geographical terminology of the list of nations at Pentecost is 
differently formulated from the typical Lukan usage of the later chap- 
ters, where Luke has a fuller control of his sources. 

L. Peculiarities in the selection of detail, such as the inclusion of 
details theologically unimportant, but explicable in other ways which 
may bear on the historical question. 

M. As a particular case of the preceding, details whose ‘im- 
mediacy’ suggests the author's reproduction of recent experience and 
which are less readily explicable as the product of longer-term 
reflective editing and shaping. 

N. Items reflecting culture or idiom which are suggestive of a first 
rather than a second century atmosphere. I acknowledge the impre- 
cision and possible tenuousness of this type, and that its applications 
may be debatable and perhaps subjective. But the category is worth 
noting: there are, for instance, points of linguistic fashion which 
deserve more attention than they commonly receive. 

P. Interrelated complexes in which two or more kinds of cor- 
relation are combined, or where related details each show separate 
correlations, so that the possibility arises of building a larger frag- 
ment of historical reconstruction from a jigsaw of interlocking units. 
This possibility is no stronger as an argument than is permitted by 
the value and accurate fitting of the pieces which compose it. Yet if 
there are valid examples of such complex correlations the fact of their 
presence may be more powerful than the individual categories. 

Q. Cases where the progress of discovery and knowledge simply 
provides new background information of use to the commentator of 
whatever viewpoint, while not bearing significantly on the issue of 
historicity. 
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R. Precise details which lie within the range of contemporary 
possibilities, but whose particular accuracy we have no means of 
verifying one way or the other. 


The examples will be tabulated according to these categories 
rather than given in sequence in the book. This involves many mar- 
ginal decisions about classification, but displays the essential range of 
the evidence more plainly. Entries have been freely duplicated when 
appropriate, where a detail, perhaps as viewed from different per- 
spectives, seemed significantly illustrative of more than one category. 
We have done this to emphasize the categories rather than the details 
as such. Our point in these chapters is the rich range of types of 
correlations that may be found, as well as the great number of cases 
in point. Cross-references have been included as well. 


A. Common Knowledge 


As stated above, we shall here list only a few representative examples 
of A and B, as these categories contribute little to the evaluation we 
are attempting to make. 

The emperor's title ‘Augustus’ is rendered formally 6 ZYeBaotds in 
words attributed to a Roman official (Acts 25:21, 25), whereas 
‘Augustus’ as the name bestowed on the first emperor is trans- 
literated Atyovotos in Luke 2:1. This distinction may be illustrated 
passim. 

General facts of navigation and corn-supply are exemplified by the 
voyage of an Alexandrian ship to the Italian port of Puteoli, following 
the institution of a state system of supply by Claudius, and allow 
illustration at many levels. 

These are no more than interesting samples of a large body of 
trivia. It may be noted that Luke appears in general to be careful 
rather than careless in his rendering of commonplaces, and small 
points of terminology could be illustrated from the inscriptions 
almost endlessly, if it were worth the labour of collecting the refer- 
ences systematically. It is better to use space to cite cases which have 
more significance individually. 

The limits of the category may be illustrated by noting where Luke 
thinks it necessary or unnecessary to explain terms to his reader. 
Thus points of Judaean topography or Semitic nomenclature are 
glossed or explained (Acts 1:12, 19, etc.), whereas basic Jewish insti- 
tutions are not (1:12 again; 2:1; 4:1; etc.). 
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B. Specialized Knowledge 


1:12, 19; 3:2, 11; etc. show knowledge of the topography of Jeru- 
salem. 

4:6 Annas is pictured as continuing to have great prestige and to 
bear the title high priest after his formal deposition by the Romans 
and the appointment of Caiaphas (cf. Lk. 3:2, Jos. Ant. 18.2.2.34-35; 
20.9.1.198).!5 

12:4 gives detail on the organization of a military guard (cf. Vege- 
tius, de Re Milit. 3.8). 

13:7 shows correctly Cyprus as a proconsular (senatorial) province 
at this time, with the proconsul resident at Paphos. !¢ 

16:8 ff. acknowledges the part played by Troas in the system of 
communication (cf. Section C , pp. 112f.ad 16:11). 

17:1 Amphipolis and Apollonia are known as stations (and 
presumably overnight stops) on the Egnatian Way from Philippi to 
Thessalonica. 

27-28 contain many details in the geography and navigational 
details of the voyage to Rome, which will be noted more specifically 
under other headings. 

These few examples illustrate the range of places and contexts in 
the narrative of which Luke possesses information. Even this type of 
evidence suggests some controls on the kind of person we conceive 
him to have been. It suggests that he was well travelled in the areas 
mentioned in the narrative or had access to special sources of infor- 
mation. Many more nuances might be classified under this head. 


C. Specific Local Knowledge 


We shall list examples exclusively from Acts 13-28, which are con- 
cerned with Paul's travels, and lend themselves to the supposition 
that Luke possessed intimate knowledge of local circumstances. It 
will be observed that the evidence is strongly represented in the ‘we- 
passages’, but extends beyond them. In some cases, specific local 
knowledge that has been claimed for the author of Acts by some 
scholars must be discounted because confirmatory evidence is not 
available, and we shall even see that there are cases where Luke's re- 
marks are ostensibly at odds with existing historical knowledge (e.g. 


15 Cf. Wikenhauser, pp. 303-304. 


16 Cf. references to ‘proconsuls’ in ]GRR 3.933, of Lapithus, AD 29; 971, of Curii, 
AD 52; 978, of Citium, time of Claudius. For metropolitan titles of Paphos, see 
IGRR 3.947.4-5, n.d. 
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the case of Theudas) and where the question of his reliability must be 
left open so far as historical argument is concerned. 

13:4-5 A natural crossing between correctly named ports is indi- 
cated. Mt. Casius, which is south of Seleucia, is within sight of Cyprus. 

13:7 The name of the proconsul cannot be confirmed, but the 
family of the Sergii Pauli is attested, though older arguments for their 
Christianity cannot be sustained, and it is doubtful if any reference to 
the man himself is preserved in the inscriptions mentioning them.!7 

13:13 The text names Perga, a river-port, and perhaps the direct 
destination of a ship crossing from Cyprus, whereas a coaster would 
have called only at the coastal harbour town of Attalia.18 

13:14 ‘The Pisidian Antioch’ may be more fully called } "Avtidxeta 
t mpdos TH IIvotdia, as in Strabo 12.6.4 = 569. The Alexandrian 
reading is to be preferred to the Western (cf. H, p. 195); this Antioch 
was at this time in Phrygia, not Pisidia,!9 though it guarded the 
Pisidian frontier (see more fully the excursus below, pp. 228f.).20 


17 For criticism of Ramsay's speculative reconstructions of the family history, see 
B. van Elderen, ‘Some Archaeological Observations on Paul's First Missionary 
Journey’, Apostolic History and the Gospel (Festschrift for F.F. Bruce), ed. W.W. 
Gasque and R.P. Martin (Exeter: Paternoster, 1970), pp. 151-61 (esp. pp. 151-56). 
The most significant of the possible epigraphical allusions is that which has been 
(conjecturally) restored as ... KAav&]lou Kaloapos YeBaotot kal I|[---éml K]olv 
tou Lepy | [lov MatrAou avOuTdtouv ----] (SEG 20 [1964] 302.9-11; van Elderen, p. 
155; of Cytheria, 1st AD). Mitford, however, now restores the emperor's name as 
Jalou, not KAavs |iou, a fragmentary letter being read as A, not A, and the inscrip- 
tion placed under Caligula, not Claudius (ANRW 2.7.2 [1980], p. 1300, n. 54 and 
p- 1330, n. 195). If this reading is correct, it is fatal to the supposed identification. 
The family had a connection with Pisidian Antioch by virtue of the proximity of 
their estate to the colonia: see S. Mitchell, ANRW 2.7.2 (1980), p. 1074. 

18 Cf. SPTR, p. 124; CRE, pp. 16, 19. For further details of these cities see G.E. 
Bean, Turkey's Southern Shore (London: Ernest Benn, 1968), esp. pp. 41-58. 

19 Although S. Mitchell (ANRW IL7.2 [1980], pp. 1053-81) regards it as in 
Galatia: ‘Antioch by Pisidia’. 

20 The preferred reading is sometimes rejected, as (surprisingly) by Wiken- 
hauser (p. 335), on the ground that ITtol8tos is unattested as an adjective. Ptol. 
Geog. 5.5.4-5 however, ascribes Antioch to dpuyla Iio8la, taken to mean 
‘Pisidian Phrygia’, unless we read it as ‘Phrygian Pisidia’, an alternative which is 
open to the erroneous converse objection that an adjectival feminine pvyla is 
unattested also. This form is actually quite common— see on 16:6 below. It must 
be emphasized that the forms of ethnic adjectives are remarkably varied, and that 
many readily documented formations are unrecorded or misrecorded in the lex- 
ica. For the Phrygian character of the Antioch district (and of Iconium below) see 
W.M. Calder, The Boundary of Galatic Phrygia’, in MAMA 7, pp. ix-xvi and the 
map on p. xliv, showing the actual survival of the Phrygian language to AD 250 
in an area including both cities. Especially in these areas, there is a sharp demar- 
cation between Phrygian and Pisidian or Lycaonian styles in monumental art and 
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14:6 The text implies that Iconium was not in Lycaonia, as has 
often been supposed on the strength of sources reflecting boundary 
changes and conditions of different date (cf. E, p. 178). Its ethnic 
inclusion in Phrygia, not Lycaonia, is confirmed by the geographical 
distribution of Neo-Phrygian texts, and could be illustrated 
extensively by onomastic study.?! 

14:6 The bizarrely heteroclitic declension of the name Lystra (acc. 
Avotpav in Acts 14:6, 21; 16:1; dat. Atotpots in Acts 14:8; 16:2; cf 2 Tim 
3:11) is actually paralleled in Latin in the documents, though the 
point hinges on correct restoration: Col ... Lustra consecravit (MAMA 
8.5, lst AD); a [Lus]tre[is] IV m (MAMA 8.8, milestone, 3rd AD).22 

14:11 The Lycaonian language is spoken in Lystra. The use of a 
native language is unusual in the cosmopolitan, Hellenized society in 
which Paul moved. Lystra, however, as a Roman colony in a less 
developed part of Anatolia, preserved a language otherwise attested 
in a gloss in Stephanus of Byzantium.?3 


in pottery, as well as in language, where Phrygian texts are separated by only a 
few miles from the undeciphered ‘Pisidian’ inscriptions of Sofular. See further J. 
Mellaart, ‘Iron Age Pottery from Southern Anatolia’, Belleten (Turk Tarih Kuru- 
mu) 19 (1955), pp. 115-36 (stressing the stability of this cultural frontier through- 
out the classical period; see p. 126); C.J. Hemer, ‘The Pisidian Texts: A Problem of 
Language and History’, Kadmos 19 (1980), pp. 54-64, and literature there cited. 

21 See Excursus, pp. 228-230. 

22 Perhaps an original plural was attracted into the singular in such cases as the 
former where the name stood in apposition with colonia in formal Roman desig- 
nations. The distinction Lystram/Lystris is preserved in the Vulgate. I have not 
found the name in Greek texts here, which are mostly private and informal. If the 
point is correctly taken, it is a notable case of catching local usage in a detail. This 
is not a ‘we-passage’ but Luke ostensibly knew Timothy of Lystra as well as Paul. 
[(Ed.) This parallel is based ona reconstruction of the milestone text which must 
be in some doubt as a result of the re-reading by D.H. French in Roman Roads 
and Milestones of Asia Minor, Fasc. 2, Interim Catalogue of Milestones part 1 (B.A.R. 
S. 392(i); Oxford: B.A.R., 1988), p. 225, No. 628.] 

23 Stephanus explains ‘Derbe’ as from S€)fe(a, said to be the Lycaonian word for 
‘juniper’. Among the native names of the Lystra district we may note Tas, Greios, 
Nalémis, Kinndés, Quaka, Goulasis, Mouzouttos, Gous and Douthis, along with a 
few of Phrygian type (MAMA 8.33-98, passim). The Sofular texts, if the ‘Pisi- 
dian’ names in them are correctly demarcated, give such forms as D6tari, Lir, 
Memoua, Eianis, Gpouréxa and Slpouroxa. Any attempt to identify Pisidian 
characteristics is complicated by the apparent existence of several distinct 
languages or dialects in the area, among which that of Sofular may be a minority 
speech quite unlike the others, perhaps more akin to features appearing in 
Lycaonia and Isauria than to the nomenclature of more southern Pisidia. The 
index to TAM 3 on the inscriptions of Termessus in southern Pisidia shows an 
astonishing abundance of Trokondas (130 entries) and of the theophoric names 
(Greek or in native variants) Hermaeus, Artem6n, Artemeis and Arteimas, 
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14:12 The striking collocation of gods Hellenized as Zeus and 
Hermes is paralleled epigraphically from Lystra itself and from its 
district. 24 

14:12 Barnabas and Paul are identified respectively with Zeus and 
Hermes, reflecting the native concept of the two gods (cf. note 24). 

14:13 The ‘priest’ is in the best texts, whereas D has ‘priests’ (see H, 
pp. 195f. below). 

14:15-17 The character of the speech, with its ‘natural theology’, is 
at least appropriate to the occasion in the context of Anatolian reli- 
gion, especially if the ocal forms of the divine father and mother are 
rightly understood as identified with the heavenly Zeus and Gé.?6 

14:25 The travellers return to the coasting port of Attalia to inter- 
cept a coasting vessel (cf. 13:13 above). 

16:1 Derbe, then Lystra, is in fact the correct order of approach 
overland from the Cilician Gates. 

16:2 Lystra and Iconium were relatively close, although belonging 


together with an abundant recurrence of such native forms as Armasta, Kendeas, 
Korkainas, Molés, Nan(n)elis, Oa, Obrimotés, Oplés and Otaneis. Only the pecu- 
liar (and recurring) Kbédasis recalls the difficult initial clusters ‘gd-’ and ‘gp-’ 
found at Sofular. The remarkable frequency of alternative names of the Zatdog 6 
kal Tlafdos type, of which dozens are recorded from Termessus alone, would 
repay study, and serve as indicators of the prevalence of mixed or alternative 
cultural identities. Cf. I. Kajanto Supernomina. A Study in Latin Epigraphy (Hel- 
sinki: Societas Scientiarum Fennica, 1966), which, however, deals almost exclu- 
sively with Latin examples from the Western provinces. See also G.H.R. Horsley, 
‘The use of a double name’, in New Docs 1.89-96, No. 55. Horsley has also 
written a survey of the phenomenon for the forthcoming Anchor Bible Dictionary. 
24 MAMA 8.1 (Lystra), as restored, is a dedication to a triad of deities (charac- 
teristic of the native Anatolian religion), Epékoos (‘he who hears prayer’ = Zeus), 
Hermes, and a brief missing name, presumably the goddess, supplied as Gé. 
From Sedasa, 20m. south-southwest, come two inscriptions appearing to relate to 
the same cult, the first listing three priests with native (Isaurian) names and the 
second recording the dedication of a statue of Hermes Megistos with a sundial to 
Zeus (Helios). The Greek names are of course Hellenizations of local cult, where 
the sky-father, earth-mother and executive son are typical, and their epithets and 
attributes may be revealing of local feeling. These inscriptions are published and 
discussed by W.M. Calder, ‘A Cult of the Homonades’, CR 24 (1910), pp. 76-81, 
texts p. 77, and ‘Zeus and Hermes at Lystra’, Expos 7th ser. 10 (1910), pp. 1-6. 
Different Hellenizations were current in other places. Our point is that this 
grouping of Greek divine names is peculiarly characteristic of the Lystra district. 
25 Cf. W.M. Calder, ‘The “Priest” of Zeus at Lystra’, Expos 7th ser. 10 (1910), pp. 
148-55; ‘Zeus and Hermes at Lystra’, Expos 7th ser 10 (1910), pp. 1-6. He cites an 
inscription of the district which names three priests of Zeus. The Western reading 
is at least attractive here. There is no need for Haenchen's idea that its plurality 
shows the scene has ‘grown’ in the course of tradition (p. 427n). 

26 Cf. note 24 above. 
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to different jurisdictions, whereas Derbe is now known to have been 
more distant than was supposed when it was wrongly placed at 
Zostra or Gidelisin.2” It is thus natural that Timothy, if a native of 
Lystra, was known to these two churches rather than in Derbe. 

16:6. ‘The Phrygian and Galatian country’ is a notoriously prob- 
lematic phrase, which may be taken to denote ‘Phrygia Galatica’. This 
view is rooted in specific geographical and epigraphical study; the 
denials rest upon demonstrable linguistic and geographical errors.?8 

16:8 The form of the name ‘Troas’ is given as current in the first 
century (cf. E, p. 179). 

16:11 Troas is cited as a destination would open an assortment of 
possibilities and was a key point on the Roman system of communi- 
cation. This, however, also poses difficulties which are rarely ob- 
served.29 The delay and sudden sailing naturally related to change of 


27 Losta (= Zosta) by Sterrett, The Wolfe Expedition to Asia Minor = PASA 3 
(1884-85) 22-23; Giidelisin by Ramsay, JOAI 7 (1904), Beiblatt 75-77. For the site 
at Kerti Htiytik see now M.H. Ballance, ‘The Site of Derbe: A New Inscription’, 
AS 7(1957), pp. 147-51; ‘Derbe and Faustinopolis’, AS 14 (1964), pp. 139-45; cf. 
G. Ogg, ‘Derbe’, NTS 9 (1962-63), pp. 367-70. 

28 The huge literature goes back to the debate between W.M. Ramsay and F.H. 
Chase in The Expositor in 1893-94. Lightfoot and Ramsay agreed here in reading 
pvylav as an adjective, and in seeing the force of the common article as 
bracketing the two adjectives into an entity considered as a unit, whatever their 
precise relationship. The two men differed only in their geographical interpre- 
tation. Ramsay's ‘South Galatian’ interpretation was presented in 1893, after 
Lightfoot's death in 1889, and depended on pioneer exploration and documen- 
tation never available to Lightfoot. Moffatt and Lake later argued against Ramsay 
on grounds which contradicted Lightfoot on these points. Both denied the 
adjectival usage of @puyla, which is in fact abundantly documented in later 
Greek. See C.J. Hemer, The Adjective “Phrygia”’, JTS n.s. 27 (1976), pp. 122-26; 
‘Phrygia: A Further Note’, JTS n.s. 28 (1977), pp. 99-101. Moffatt denied that the 
linking kal could mean ‘or’, despite the earlier note of Ramsay entitled ‘Kat 
Meaning “Or’’, CR 12 (1898), pp. 337-41, which is severe on earlier denials, 
though on a different point. It is in any case unnecessary to press this, for this use 
of xal might correspond rather to various relationships now represented by a 
hyphen or an oblique stroke. We may observe for instance a fluctuation in the 
documents in the rendering of doubled Latin terms between the use of kal and 
asyndeton, as in the recurring tpeoBettTns (kal) dvtatpatnyos (= legatus pro prae- 
tore) or in Biéuvia (kal) té6vtos. The fact that the term ‘Phrygia Galatica’ is never 
specifically attested is not a fatal objection, for our information is fragmentary, 
the overlap of ethnic Phrygia with provincial Galatia is now well documented, 
and the actual terms $pvyla ’Aotavi and ‘Pontus Galaticus’ are known, the latter 
frequently, as the designations of comparable or complementary overlaps. 

29 A major problem involves the uncertainties about the road-system in the 
hinterland of Troas and the fact that the principal known routes of the Troad 
connected the coastal cities. Conventional maps draw arbitrary straight lines of 
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adverse winds, as with Ignatius. 

16:11 Samothrace was a conspicuous sailors’ landmark, dominated 
by a 5000 foot mountain. 

16:12 Philippi is correctly described as a Roman colony, as 
abundantly attested in its predominantly Latin epigraphy, with the 
explicit titles and magistracies of a colony, the grant having been 
made by Octavian after the battle in 42 BC. Its seaport is correctly 
named Nea Polis, properly rendered in the best manuscripts as two 
words (Néav TIéAv).30 

16:12 pepis: the interpretation of this phrase is notoriously difficult 
in view of the divergences of manuscript readings, but in any case the 
‘division’ of Macedonia to which Philippi belonged was designated 
by this distinctive word, and in fact it belonged to the ‘first’ of the 
four peplSes, precisely suiting tpatms pepidos, if that emendation 
from some of the versions be accepted.3! 


route across the northern spurs of Mt. Ida. Troas was a nodal point of long-dis- 
tance sea-routes, but not a likely point to strike the coast first from the interior. 
Was Troas a chosen destination, if Paul already had Rome in mind as an final 
objective? See the excellent discussion by W.P. Bowers, ‘Paul's Route through 
Mysia. A Note on Acts XVI.8’, JTS n.s. 30 (1979), pp. 507-11; cf. C.J. Hemer, 
‘Alexandria Troas’, TB 26 (1975), pp. 79-112, see esp. pp. 101-102. It is re- 
markable that the Dibelius-Haenchen school, whose scepticism is keenly alert to 
theoretical improbabilities, fails to observe the existence of a specific, substantive 
historical problem. 

30 A decree of Athens (Dimitsas, MaxeSovia, pp. 760-63, No. 976) gives the 
dative as Néat T[TéAnt [sic], line 36, and the ethnic title as NeomoX ta (ol mapa 
@dgov), 410-409 BC. The early coins give the abbreviation NEO! (or variants) 
(BMC Macedonia, ed. R.S. Poole, Neapolis, Nos 14-35 passim, of c. 411-350 BC). 
Though some distribute these letters in a square, I take it on the analogy of simi- 
lar contemporary lettering at Amphipolis and elsewhere that they are all to be 
read clockwise as Neon. for NeotouTaév, not Ne.to. for Néa és. In the Roman 
period relevant cases are the accusative Néav tédv (IG 3.1.128g, presumably of 
Neapolis = Naples) and genitive Néas 1ddews (Dio 47.35.3, certainly of this city), 
beside the ethnic NeatoXl ms UG 3.2.2838, of Athens). E. Oberhummer, ‘Nea- 
polis’, No. 11, in PW 16.2124 may not be strictly correct in positing a change 
from early Nedétoks to Néa mds, for the variants may all be explained by a shift 
of the ethnic from NeotoAl ts to Neato ms. The catalogue lists no coins of the 
Roman period, when Neapolis was presumably subject to Philippi, and shows a 
like predominance of Latin (colonial) inscriptions. In Philippi itself Dimitsas 
gives only 7 inscriptions in Greek, beside some 40 in Latin. The peculiar pride of 
Philippi in its status, which has been seen as reflected in Luke's remark here, can 
be variously illustrated, by the coinage, for example, such as the ‘Vic(toria) 
Aug(usti) type of Augustus, with statue of Nike (BMC Macedonia, Philippi, No. 
23), and those of Claudius depicting a statue-group of Julius Caesar crowning 
Augustus (Nos. 24-26). 

31 The word pepts, once condemned by Hort, is now well attested of 
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16:13 A small river, the Gangites, flows close to the walls of 
Philippi. It is also probable that the city, being a colony rather than a 
commercial centre, had relatively few Jews. 

16:14 Lydia was from Thyatira, in Lydia, and it is possible that she 
is called by an ethnic cognomen, ‘the Lydian woman’ rather than by 
her proper name. The name ‘Lydia’ is attested both as a regular and 
as an alternative name (e.g. Newvls fh k[a]l Avdta, TAM 3.661, Ter- 
messus, Pisidia) (see Excursus, p. 231).32 

16:14 Thyatira as a centre of dyeing is attested in at least seven in- 
scriptions of the city. Its purple dye came from the madder root 
rather than the marine Murex, and the use of this substance is at- 
tested in the district until the present century.33 The close connection 
between the dyers of Thyatira and the Macedonian cities is paralleled 


administrative districts in Egypt and elsewhere, e.g. BGU 975.6, of AD 45, cited 
by MM. The division of Macedonia is attested by Livy 45.18.6-7: In quattuor 
regiones discribi Macedoniam, ut suum quaeque concilium haberet. In the early days 
of the Roman province coins were issued by these divisions, with the legends 
MAKEAONON ITPOTH2 /AEYTEPAZ/TETAPTH2 preserving three of the four, 
with capitals respectively at Amphipolis, Thessalonica and Pelagonia (BMC 
Macedonia, ‘Macedonia in Genere’, Nos. 1-8, 9 and 10 respectively, of 158-146 
BC). Among the various monograms on these coins is ME, clearest on No. 10. It is 
tempting to supply peplSo¢g as the specific feminine noun to be understood with 
the ordinals. Although subsequent coinage is either provincial or civic, there is 
no reason to think these divisions were abolished, indeed our passage at least 
appears to show the contrary. 

The textual question is finely balanced, and merits a note here as it bears on 
the geographical purport of this verse. The UBS Committee only hesitantly 
preferred the conjecture tpwms based on some Latin and other versions, but on 
no extant Greek manuscript, and assigned it only {D} probability ranking, and 
signalled their doubt by printing square brackets: mpwml[s] pepl8os tijs ... This 
makes a correct statement that Philippi was a city of the first district, whereas 
tpurn is difficult. The word was not a formal title of Philippi, nor was it capital of 
the district. Ramsay suggested taking it as a patristic claim of Luke for a city with 
which he was associated, asserting that it had overtaken Amphipolis in impor- 
tance. It has also been understood as ‘first’ in order of approach, the seaport of 
Neapolis not then being reckoned. There might be point in calling attention to it 
as the first sphere of work in Macedonia (and in Europe), but this interpretation 
seems inappropriate here, as the phrase is apparently a parenthetical statement 
of the importance of Philippi, with verb éotwv, not a part of Paul's itinerary. 

32 See now New Docs 2.26-28, No. 3, with response in New Docs 3.54, No. 17. 
While the ethnic appellation might well suit a freedwoman who had been so 
called as a slave, the name is also now attested of women of apparently high 
social prestige. Good examples are Julia Lydia of Sardis (L. Robert, ‘Documents 
d'Asie Mineure’, BCH 102 [1978], p. 405, Ist AD) and Julia Lydia Laterane of 
Ephesus, ‘high priestess and daughter of Asia’ (SEG 28 [1978] 869, 1st-2nd AD). 
33M. Clerc, De Rebus Thyatirenorum (Paris, 1896), p. 94, cf. New Docs 3.53-54. 
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in an interesting inscription of Thessalonica (IG 10.2.1.291). A Latin 
fragment of Philippi itself appears to contain ‘puJ]rpurari[us?’ (CIL 
3.664.1). 

16:20-21 The passage gives an ironical treatment of the anti-Jewish 
feeling on the part of colonists proud of their Roman status. 

16:22 The chief magistrates of the colony are here designated 
otpamyot, following the general term dpxovtes in v. 19. The use of 
the term for the duoviri of a colony is attested at Pisidian Antioch.34 
The flogging is appropriate to the paBSodxor (v. 35) = lictores atten- 
dant on colonial magistrates. 

17:1 The mention of Amphipolis and of Apollonia should probably 
be taken to imply that these were the places where the travellers 
spent successive nights, dividing the journey to Thessalonica into 
three stages of about 30, 27 and 35 miles. 

17:1 A synagogue at Thessalonica is attested by the Jewish 
inscription CI] 693 (late 2nd AD or later). 

17:5 In the free city of Thessalonica Paul is brought before the 
5fipos . 

17:6 The title of the board of magistrates in Thessalonica was 
‘politarchs’, a term now abundantly attested from this and other 
Macedonian cities.35 

17:10 Beroea is a suitable immediate refuge as a place off the major 
westward route, the Via Egnatia. Paul's movements, at least thus far, 


34 J.RS. Sterrett, An Epigraphical Journey in Asia Minor = PASA 2 (1883-1884) 96, 
where otpatyla is used of the office. There is however a difficulty, despite e.g. 
Haenchen's reference to ‘the exact title’ (p. 496). The oft-repeated statement of 
Ramsay that otpatnyés here translates a courtesy title praetor (‘On the Title of 
the Magistrates at Philippi [Acts XVI 19-22]’, JTS 1 [1900], pp. 114-16) is ques- 
tioned by F. Haverfield (‘On the ZTPATHIOI of Philippi’, JTS 1 [1900], pp. 434- 
35), who points out that it can be a straightforward equivalent of the regular term 
duovir, praetor in this sense probably being restricted to early usage in the Wes- 
tern Empire. For the magistrates named at Philippi see CIL 3.633ff. and M. 
Dimitsas, 4} MaxeSovia: CIL 3.633.1 = Dimitsas 934 (aedile); CIL 3.650 (decurio 
and duumviri conjoined, mid Ist AD), CIL 3.654 = 3.7335 (aedile), Dimitsas 957 
(decurio duumvir), Dimitsas 961 (decurio), Dimitsas 962 = CIL 3.7342 (duumvir 
quinquennalis). These are characteristic colonial magistracies. 

35 E. de W. Burton, ‘The Politarchs’, A/T 2 (1898), pp. 598-632, though still 
commonly cited, is now very dated. See now C. Schuler, ‘The Macedonian Poli- 
tarchs’, CP 55 (1960), pp. 90-100; F. Gschnitzer, PW Supp. 13 (1973) col. 483-500; 
Horsley, New Docs 2.34-35, No. 5, who refers also to B. Helly, Ancient Macedonia, 
1L.531-44, which I have not seen; this last arguing against the previous consensus 
that the Macedonian todttdpxat were not a unique institution imposed by the 
Romans, but a pre-existing form essentially identical with the modapxot or 
tod rapxoi attested in neighbouring Thessaly. [(Ed.) Horsley has collected all the 
documentary evidence and surveyed current knowledge of the politarchs in an 
article forthcoming in the Anchor Bible Dictionary.] 
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are consistent with the formation in his mind of a conscious strategy 
leading towards Rome, but this move and the further journey to 
Athens (v. 15) are attributed to the agency of others. 

17:14 The implication of sea-travel is at once the most convenient 
way of reaching Athens with the favouring ‘Etesian’ winds of the 
summer Sailing-season and also removes Paul to a different juris- 
diction remote from nearer land-routes where opponents might be 
expecting him. Luke does not here name a port of embarkation. 

17:16 The abundance of images at Athens is abundantly attested in 
literature and in the remains. This may have been a matter of such 
general knowledge as scarcely to warrant special mention. Cf. Se.ot- 
SatpoveaTtépous in v. 22 and other touches throughout the scene.3” 

17:17 Reference to the synagogue at Athens is illustrated by the 
occurrence of Jewish inscriptions there (CIJ 712-15). The point is 
slight, the texts look relatively late, and the fact not unexpected. A 
similar illustration may be offered for other Pauline cities such as 
Thessalonica (CI] 693). 

17:17 Philosophical debate in the Agora is again characteristic of 
Athenian life. 

17:18 The mention of Stoic philosophers is particularly interesting, 
as the ‘Stoa’ (portico) from which they took their name was in the 
Athenian Agora, the Stoa Poikile, and this traditional meeting place is 
close to the Stoa Basileios, where the court of Areopagus transacted 
routine business. This northwest corner of the Agora was also close to 
a notable collocation of Hermae, apt to the adjective kaTeiSwhos.38 


36 Cf. W.P. Bowers, ‘Paul's Route through Mysia. A Note on Acts XVL8’, JTS 
ns. 30 (1979), p. 511, and ‘Paul and Religious Propaganda in the First Century’, 
NovT 22 (1980), pp. 316-23, arguing at least for a deliberate, progressive and 
centripetal strategy. The attested timing further suits the interesting suggestion 
of F.F. Bruce that news of the expulsion of Jews from Rome reached Paul in 
Macedonia and contributed to deflecting him from his first purpose (Paul, 
Apostle of the Free Spirit, p. 235). This point depends on the dating of the 
expulsion to 49 (pace Ltidemann); cf. D, pp. 167f. ad 18:2. 

37 Throughout this passage I am conscious of the judgment of A.D. Nock: 
‘..brilliant as is the picture of Athens, it makes on me the impression of being 
based on literature, which was easy to find, rather than on personal observation’ 
(review article of M. Dibelius, Aufsdtze zur Apostelgeschichte, in Gnomon 25 
[1953], pp. 497-506, citing p. 506; reprinted in A.D. Nock, Essays on Religion and 
the Ancient World, ed. Z. Stewart [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972] 11.821-32, citing 
p. 381). Athens was of course a cultural centre whose characteristics were 
embodied in a great classical literature. I have tried to recognize this possibility 
frankly where it may apply. But in any case I doubt the feasibility of Nock's 
explanation. The most telling points are latent in the passage. 

38 See Hemer, ‘Paul and Athens: A Topographical Note’, NTS 20 (1974), pp. 
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17:18 The Athenians call Paul a omeppoddyos, which is a ‘word of 
characteristically Athenian slang’.*9 

17:19 “Apetos tiayos: the two-word form, applied to the court, is 
regularly used in many inscriptions of the period. This hearing pro- 
bably took place before the court in its meeting-place in the Agora, 
not on the actual hill so called.40 

17:21 The comment on the Athenian character is again true to the 
literature, but is more likely to have been common knowledge. 

17:23 Paul would have seen the Athenians’ ‘objects of worship’ in 
profusion at the main approach to the Agora from the northwest. 

17:23 Altars to ‘unknown gods’ are mentioned by Pausanias 
(1.1.4), and the background story is told by Diogenes Laertius (Vita 
Philos. 1.110; cf. Philostratus Vita Ap. Ty. 6.3.5, etc.). Much is some- 
times made of the objection that the passages which speak explicitly 
of ‘unknown’ gods always do so in the plural, but these plurals, with 
the plural Bwyol, may be generalizing plurals, or Paul may have 
chosen to refer to a dedication to a particular god. Diogenes’ phrase 
T@ Tpoohkovtt §€@ is singular, in any case.4! 
341-50. For the debate about whether the court met in the Agora or on the actual 
hill called Areopagus see n. 40 below. The combination of topographical hints 
suits the reconstruction here adopted and fits the placing of the whole scene in a 
narrowly circumscribed locality. For the significance of katelSwros and the abun- 
dance of ‘Herms’ in the area see R.E. Wycherley in JTS n.s. 19 (1968), pp. 619-20. 
39 Ramsay, SPTR, p. 242. The word is used of a bird in Aristophanes Birds 232; 
Aristotle Hist. Anim. 8.3=592b; citations ap. Athenaeus Deipn. 8.344c, 9.388a; cf. 
9.398d; of persons, Athenaeus Deipn. 3.85f.; Dion. Hal. Ant. Rom. 19.5.2; Demos- 
thenes de Corona 127; of mischievous words, Plut. Mor. 456c. 
40 The formal title of the court in the inscriptions of the Roman period is } é§ 
‘Apelov tdayou Bova (passim, e.g. IG 3.1.706). In IG 3.1.781 a man is described 
informally and absolutely as ‘of the hill of Ares’, where the reference is evidently 
to the court, not the hill. See further n. 44 below. For the debate about the site see 
T.D. Barnes, ‘An Apostle on Trial’, JTS n.s. 20 (1969), pp. 407-19; W.G. Morrice, 
‘Where Did Paul Speak in Athens— on Mars’ Hill or before the Court of Areo- 
pagus? (Acts 17:19)’, ExpT 83 (1971-72), pp. 377-78; NTS 20 (1974), pp. 341-50. 
The problem is often confused by faulty formulation. It is often supposed, for 
instance, that there was room only for a few hearers on the rocky summit (Haen- 
chen, Acts, p. 518 (cf. Apostelgeschichte, p. 456]), but I possess a photograph I 
took there myself of a gathering of many hundreds. Though I do not accept that 
location for the speech, it cannot be excluded simplistically by this supposition. 
41 The inscription of Pergamum reading ects ay[...]| Kanit[w]! &gSobxo[s] is 
indecisive (H. Hepding, Ath Mitt 35 [1910], pp. 454-57, of ?2nd AD). O. Kern, 
‘Das Demeterheiligtum von Pergamon und die orphischen Hymnen’, Hermes 46 
(1911), pp. 431-36 (esp. p. 434) proposed the restoration ay[twtdto.] as more 
probable than éy[vwotot]. See further Wikenhauser, p. 371; Lake, BC 5.240. 
Haenchen, Acts, p. 521n (cf. Apostelgeschichte, pp. 458-59n) puts the case against 
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17:24 The reference to temples made with hands (cf. 7:48, in 
Jerusalem) is here represented as uttered in a place dominated by the 
Parthenon and surrounded by other shrines of the finest classical art. 

17.24ff. The content of this passage suits the view that we have a 
compressed summary of a dialogue with Stoic and Epicurean terms 
and ideas, so belonging naturally to the ostensible Pauline context (Td 
Qeiov, v. 29; ob ... mpoaSedpevds Tivos, v. 25, etc.). 

17:28 ‘In him we live ...’ These words are attributed to Epimenides 
the Cretan, who figures in Diogenes’ story of the origin of the altars 
discussed above on 17:23. This also suggests a Pauline context, where 
Paul is interacting with the specific traditions of Athenian religion (cf. 
F, pp. 186f., P, pp. 215f.).42 

17:28 The second citation is from the Stoic poet Aratus, of Soli in 
Cilicia, close to Paul's home in Tarsus. Again, we may see a Pauline 
context in Athens, and compare Paul's own citation of Greek 
literature in 1 Cor. 15:33 (cf. F, pp. 186-87).43 

17:31 Judgment is entrusted to an appointed ‘man’ (dv8pi), used of 
Jesus to a pagan audience for whom Christological refinements 
would have been meaningless at this stage. This again is suitable to 
Paul at Athens rather than a deliberate Lukan theological construct. 

17:32 The declaration of resurrection (dvdotaais) takes issue 
directly with the specific denial of dvdotacis in this sense in the 
religious classic of the archetypal trial of Orestes before this court of 
Areopagus, the words of Apollo as spokesman of divine wisdom 
(Aeschylus, Eumen. 647-48). The idea was alien also to both groups 
of philosophers, and the reaction to it is understandable in the 


ayvwotois strongly, but without meeting the arguments of Deissmann, Paul, pp. 
288-91 against several alternative possibilities. Deissmann's photograph (Plate V, 
facing p. 286) shows that the foot of an upright stroke alone is preserved of the 
third letter of the word, a feature consonant with varied possibilities with 1, N or 
I. The artistic symmetry of the lettering tells against the brevity of ay[los], but 
ayliwrdtos] or dy[twrdtats] (of Demeter and Kore) may be slightly too long. 
Deissmann points out (contra Haenchen) that the stone was re-used for another 
dedication, and therefore less (not more) likely to have been dedicated to the 
principal deity of the sanctuary in the first place. Despite Deissmann, however, 
the case for dy[vaiortots] is not established. 

42 Apart from these altars, for which an alternative explanation is offered by 
Wycherley, JTS n.s. 19 (1968), pp. 620-21, there is a likely reference to the 
passage in the Oresteia which treats the actual foundation-legend of the court of 
Areopagus (17:32 below), and the double connection with the seer Epimenides. 
See further Lake, ‘Your Own Poets’, BC 5.246-51. 

43 Cf. also Cleanthes, Hymn to Zeus, 4. If we are permitted to accept a larger 
Pauline base we may add Titus 1:12 (ascribed to the same Epimenides by 
Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1.14), and from Acts the reference to Epimenides 
here, and the probable allusions to Aeschylus in 17:32 and to Euripides in 21:39. 
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Athenian context. 

17:34 ’"Apeottayitns is the correct title for a member of the court (cf. 
"Apetos tid&yos above).44 

18:2 This displays synchronism with probable date of Claudius' 
expulsion of Jews from Italy.4 

18:3 Paul's trade, if understood as that of ‘tentmaker’, is inter- 
estingly appropriate to his Cilician origin, if indeed that played any 
significant part in his upbringing.46 

18:4 A Corinthian synagogue is attested epigraphically.4” 

18:12 Gallio is said to be a proconsul, resident in Corinth as 
provincial capital. Achaia was governed by a proconsul from 27 BC to 
AD 15 and from AD 44 (cf. D, pp. 168-69, P, p. 214, §1). I have argued 
elsewhere that the incident belongs to the time of Gallio's arrival in 
the province in early summer 51, the only point in Paul's residence 
(autumn 50 - spring 52) when his opponents would be able to take 
advantage of a new and untried governor.#8 

18:13-14 The nature of the charge seems to involve the claim that 
Paul's preaching was not Judaism in the approved sense, and that he 
was therefore not to be accorded the privileges belonging to it as a 


44 Passim in Athenian inscriptions of the Roman period: e.g. S6ypatt ‘Apeo 
tay.talv] IG 3.1.704. Note the distinction between the two-word form 4 ¢é& 
"Apelou tdyou BouaAry (many times, e.g. IG 22 3535, c. AD 57) and the one-word 
form ’Apeotayle)tal . 

45 See D, pp. 167-68 for the evidence regarding the date. Cf. also P, p. 214. 

46 See now R.F. Hock, The Social Context of Paul's Ministry: Tentmaking and 
Apostleship (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980); cf. his article ‘Paul's Tentmaking and 
the Problem of his Social Class’, JBL 97 (1978), pp. 555-64 (esp. p. 555n). Hock 
argues that oxnvotords denotes ‘leather-worker’ rather than literally ‘tentmaker’, 
but has not truly established his case against taking the word in its apparently 
straightforward sense. This view is based on some patristic and versional evi- 
dence, and was argued by Zahn. Hock's view on this point, central to his thesis, 
is rather loosely argued. On one page he discounts Paul's connection with Cilicia 
in rejecting the one (for he studied in Jerusalem) and affirms it in accepting the 
other alternative (p. 21). 

47 Furnish writes: ‘... the inscription could be as late as the fourth century C.E.’ 
(V.P. Furnish, I] Corinthians, The Anchor Bible [Garden City: Doubleday, 1984], 
p. 21 and Plate VIb), although CI] 718 lists it as from between the 1st cent. BC 
and the 2nd cent. AD. 
48 Pauline Studies Bruce, p. 8. Contra the cautious consideration of other pos- 
sibilities in K. Haacker, ‘Die Gallio-Episode und die paulinische Chronologie’, 
BZ n.s. 16 (1972), pp. 252-55, responding to B. Schwank, ‘Die sogenante Brief an 
Gallio und die Datierung des 1 Thess.’, BZ n.s. 15 (1971), pp. 265-66. Schwank 
follows Deissmann, Paul, pp. 280-83, from whom we differ in suggesting that 
the eighteen months of 18:11 comprehends the whole of Paul's stay, and not 
merely the period prior to the arrival of Gallio. 
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religio licita. Gallio's response amounted to the judgment that this 
was a dispute in Jewish theology, of which he took no cognizance.49 
18:16f. The Bfja, overlooking Corinth’s forum, is shown today.50 

18:21 The hasty departure from Ephesus in spring would suit the 
assumption, made explicit in the Western text, that Paul was anxious 
to reach Jerusalem for a feast, presumably Passover, in the limited 
time available after the opening of the sailing season (cf. H, p. 197). 

18:23 The ‘Galatian country and Phrygia’ is a peculiarly difficult 
phrase, not the same as in 16:6. I am now inclined to think that ‘the 
Galatian country’ is here resumptive of 16:6, and refers generally to 
Paul's sphere of work in (‘South’) Galatia, and that ‘Phrygia’ (here, 
but not there, a noun) is appended loosely in the awareness that 
Phrygia extended into the province of Asia, beyond Galatia in any 
sense, and on Paul's present route towards Ephesus. Possibly Luke 
knew of Paul's preaching on this journey in Asian Phrygia, in e.g. 
Apamea Cibotus or Eumenea, major cities on or near the route im- 
plied by a likely geographical interpretation of 19:1 below.5! 

19:1 Ta dvwtepikad pépy are plausibly understood to refer to the 
traverse of the hill-road reaching Ephesus by the Cayster valley north 
of Mt. Messogis, and not by the Lycus and Maeander valleys, with 
which Paul may have been unacquainted (cf. F, p. 187; Col. 2:1).52 

19:9 The name ‘Tyrannus’ is attested from Ephesus in first century 
inscriptions.53 


49 This in effect established a precedent in Paul's favour. Cf. Bruce, Paul, pp. 
254-55. 

50 For this site and its identification see O. Broneer, ‘Corinth: Center of St. Paul's 
Missionary Work in Greece’, BA 14 (1951), pp. 78-96, esp. pp. 91-92. Rostra, the 
Latin equivalent of Bua, occurs on an inscription found in the vicinity, referring 
to this structure. 

51 Cf. Bean and Calder, Classical Map. The inscriptions depict both cities as 
notable centres of Diaspora Judaism and later of Christianity. See e.g. Cl] 761 
(Eumenea), 773-74 (Apamea). The latter city is unique in its coins inscribed NQE, 
and depicting Noah and the ark (BMC Phrygia, Phryg. Apam. No. 182, of Philip 
Senior). Both are in the region characterized by numerous discreetly Christian 
epitaphs of the 3rd century, embodying the expression actually called the 
‘Eumenean formula’ (cf. W.M. Calder, ‘The Eumeneian Formula’, Anatolian 
Studies Presented to William Hepburn Buckler, ed. W.M. Calder and J. Keil [Man- 
chester University Press, 1939], pp. 15-26). For further examples of the Eumenian 
formula see New Docs 1.136-37, No. 86; 3.136-39, No. 98; 4.159, No. 66. 

52 BC 4.236 ad loc and Lake in BC 5.240 take it of the ‘hinterland’, as resump- 
tive of the disputed phrase in 18:23; and so Haenchen, pp. 552-53n. The interpre- 
tation followed here derives from Ramsay, SPTR, pp. 265-66, followed by Bruce, 
Acts, p. 353 ad loc. 

53 E.g. I. Eph. 20B.40, of AD 54-59; 1012.4, of AD 92-93. I possess a photograph I 
took of the latter in 1964; the name is inscribed on a column in the Prytaneum as 
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19:13 ‘Jewish exorcists’: the part played by Jews in exploiting cur- 
rent superstitions is well attested in Asia Minor. The title ‘high priest’ 
presumably reflects Sceva's attempt to impress his clientele. Con- 
versely, the names and spiritual power associated with the Jewish 
God are prominent in ancient magical documents.4 

19:24 Silver shrines of Artemis: such images of the goddess in a 
niche, made of terracotta, are well known, if not in silver. The com- 
mentators seem to have overlooked the bilingual inscription of Ta- 
rentum: [Di]anae aidicolam votum dedit =’Aptdpitt ebydv valoKov 
améSwxe (IGRR 1.467). Neither aedicula nor vatoxos seem to be noted 
in this sense by the lexica. This interpretation seems more likely than 
the suggestion of E.L. Hicks that to.dv vaovts reflects the title 
vewtroLés, held by members of the board of wardens of the temple.55 

19:27 ‘The great goddess Artemis’; cf. vv. 28, 34: the formulations 
are illustrated from the inscriptions.% 

19:29 The Ephesian theatre was the meeting-place of the city.5” 

19:31 The Asiarchs are naturally situated in Ephesus, and the 
friendship of some of them with Paul is interesting, and not merely to 
be dismissed as ‘highly unlikely’.58 
one of a list of Curetes. For reference to a ‘lecture-hall’ adjoining the Library of 
Celsus at Ephesus, designated by the unique word avSettupiov, see JOAI 7 
(1904) Beiblatt 52 [(Ed.) Also found in I. Eph. 3009]; Hemer, TB 24 (1973), p. 128. 
54 Examples are numerous both in the inscriptions and the papyri. Thus e.g. IG 
14.859, a heathen plaque from Puteoli, with an invocation including Zafawé, 
LaBaw0. dytov dSv[o]pa ‘law, "HA, Mixa, Neo@as etc.; IG 14.2.2481, of Avennio 
(Avignon); etc. Among the papyri the ‘Great Magical Papyrus’ at Paris, partly 
reproduced in Deissmann, LAE, pp. 255-63, is a striking example. Though the 
text was written c. 300 AD, the Jewish influence on it probably belongs to a much 
earlier tradition. B.A. Mastin, ‘Scaeva the Chief Priest’, JTS n.s. 27 (1976), pp. 
405-12 argues that the title ‘high priest’ is sufficiently explained if Scaeva were of 
a Jewish high-priestly family. There is certainly no need here for the scepticism of 
Haenchen (p. 564); the term may have been an impostor's stock-in-trade. Bruce, 
Acts, p. 358 points out that Luke did not have the use of quotation-marks or of 
‘sic’ to show this; but he might well have written Tot Ae yopévou dpxtepéws or the 
like in that case, however. 

55 Hicks, ‘Demetrius the Silversmith. An Ephesian Study’, Expos 4th ser. 1 
(1890), pp. 401-22, esp. pp. 418-19. [(Ed.) See however, Ramsay, CRE, pp. 113-34; 
and New Docs 4.8, No. 1.] 

56 There are varied forms in the inscriptions, as here. The usual epithet is peylo- 
™. For further discussion of the variants, and the alternation of } @€d with 6eds, 
as here, see n. 61 below. 

57 OGIS 480.8-9, of AD 104; Sherwin-White, RSRL, p. 87. See now further |. 
Eph. 28.9-10 Lat., 19-20 Gk., 29.19-20 etc. Other attestations depend partly on 
restoration. The recurring phrase is (va tT.@jvTat Kat’ éxxAnolav év TO BedTpw. 
58 Haenchen, p. 574n. [(Ed.) The most recent detailed study of the asiarchs is 
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19:33-34 The deflection of the move against Paul into an anti- 
Semitic channel accords with surviving evidence for such tensions in 
Ephesus, where Jews seem to have held citizenship and other special 
privileges guaranteed first by the Seleucids and maintained under the 
Romans.°9 Cf. the humorous comment in v. 32. 

19:35 ypappatets: this is the correct title for the chief executive 
magistrate in Ephesus, and is attested passim in the inscriptions. 

19:35 vewkdpos: a title of honour commonly authorized by the 
Romans for major cities (including Ephesus) which possessed an 
official temple of the imperial cult. Used characteristically also in 
Ephesus of the cult of Artemis.© 

19:35 The 8tometés was the archaic sacred image of the goddess, 
whether literally a meteorite or an ancient sculpture. 

19:37 | 8€6s was the formal designation of the goddess. The lexica 
are not specific about this usage in reference to Artemis, though it is 
abundantly attested in Roman Ephesus.®! 


R.A. Kearsley, Asiarchs and arciereis of Asia: The Inscriptions of Ephesus (diss. 
Macquarie University, 1987). Cf. idem, ‘Asiarchs, archeireis and the archiereiai of 
Asia’, GRBS 27 (1986), pp. 183-92; idem, in New Docs 4.46-55, No. 14. In a 
forthcoming article (AS 38 [1988]) Kearsley argues that there is epigraphic 
evidence which attests the asiarchy by the early Ist cent. AD. 

59 Seleucus Nicator is said to have granted citizenship to Jews in the cities which 
he founded, including those in Asia (Jos. Ant.12.3.1.119). The expression in Ap. 
2.4.39 is ambiguous. The implication of Ant. 12.3.2.125-26 is that existing Jewish 
citizenship rights ought to be rescinded. Josephus cites decrees of Lentulus (Ant. 
14.10.13.228-30, of 49 BC) and of Dolabella (Ant. 14.10.12.225-27, of 43 BC) in 
favour of Jewish privileges. The undated decree of the city in Ant. 14.10.25.263- 
64 concedes rights with patent reluctance under Roman pressure. There is no rea- 
son to doubt the essential authenticity of these documents, though some scholars 
are reluctant to accept the possibility of actual Jewish citizenship in a Gentile city. 
The point in the recurring debate over Jewish rights is that if these people claim 
to be citizens they must conform, and not claim also exceptional exemptions from 
the normal responsibilities of citizens. See my fuller discussion in The Letters to 
the Seven Churches of Asia in their Local Setting (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986), esp. 
pp. 37-39 and notes, and 136-37 and notes. 

60 See I. Eph. 300. This text gives the city's full titulature as [Tis mpuitns Kal 
peylotns pntpoT] dews Tis ’Aolas cal tI [plo vewkdpwv Tdv LeBaotdv, pdvwl]v 
ana [odv] 8 Tis ‘AptéutlSols | ['Edeolwv 1éXews 4 BovdAr Kai 6 vewkd |pos SApos 
(lines 5-7, of Septimius Severus). The restorations are well established by parallel 
formulations. 

61 BAGD cite the usage as ‘Attic’, but suggest it occurs ‘later more rarely’. It 
appears many times however as the specific designation of Ephesian Artemis in 
the Salutaris document (AD 104), where the goddess is first introduced as tiv 
peylotny Ge lov “Aptepv (IBM 481 = I. Eph. 27, lines 12-13), and resumptively 
throughout simply as f} @eds. 8d is also used in some places where she is named 
(I. Eph. 27, lines 224-25, 407 = IBM 481, lines 130-31, 278): th yeveotwr THs 
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19:38 The assizes: the term dyopaior (hpépat) reflects the Roman 
practice in Asia of holding courts under the proconsul in nine or 
more principal cities which served as district capitals. Ephesus was 
capital of one of the conventus, or assize-districts.® 

19:38 If not merely a generalizing plural, dvévmato. may refer to 
the remarkable fact that two men were conjointly exercising the 
functions of proconsul temporarily after murdering their predecessor 
subsequent to Nero's accession in AD 54 (Tac. Ann. 13.1; Dio 61.6.4- 
5), a date which precisely suits the ostensible chronology of this 
passage (cf. D, p. 169). This view is severely criticized by Ramsay, 
however. 

19:39 The ‘regular’ assembly: the precise phrase is attested 
elsewhere (dyopévns éxkAnotas évvdpou, SIG3 852.20, of Thera, AD 
149) and the concept is mentioned repeatedly in the Salutaris in- 
scription of Ephesus itself. 


peyloms Oeas ‘Ap | [répS0s ]; Td Tis peylotns beds ’AptépiBos lepdv, to be placed 
beside the recurring Ti yeveolw Tijs Ged (passim, e.g. I. Eph. 27.535-36). So also 
commonly elsewhere, e.g. Ti) E¢eotg GG (1. Eph. 3077.9; 3078.11). 

62 Pliny NH 5.29.105 ff. appears to list nine of these jurisdictions, but in a 
confused and probably incomplete way: the Cibyratic (Laodicea), and those of 
Synnada, Apamea, Alabanda, Sardis, Ephesus (5.31.120), Smyrna Adramyttium 
and Pergamum. Cf. also Cic. ad Fam. 3.8.6. &yopatos (sc. huépa or ovvo&os ) is 
used as the Greek rendering of the technical term conventus (Mason, Greek 
Terms, p. 19). Cf. e.g. Th pev | tpdty EFaptvy, év 9 cal h dydparos HxOn (IGRR 
4.788.9-10, of Apamea in Asia— not Syria, as wrongly in Mason, 2nd AD; cf. 
IGRR 4.789, 790, of same city). See further V. Chapot, La province romaine 
proconsulaire d’Asie (Paris, Emile Bouillon, 1904), pp. 353-57. 

63 Ramsay, Expos 6th ser. 2 (1900), pp. 334-35. Ramsay's criticisms are directed 
in part to an inadequate and inaccurate statement by H.M. Luckock. He is 
evidently right to reject the notion of an irregular tenure of power by the mur- 
derers, for constitutionally it would pass provisionally into the hands of the three 
deputies until a successor arrived, and an eques and a freedman were not 
qualified. But the chronological objection does not now apply, for since the Gallio 
inscription has helped to anchor this period of Paul's life, a date closely subse- 
quent to the death of Claudius is suitable for this incident, and an interregnum 
between proconsuls coinciding with the change of emperor provides a plausible 
setting for the unrest in Ephesus attested both here and in the Corinthian corres- 
pondence. It thus remains plausible that the plural ‘proconsuls’, if generalizing, 
reflects the uncertainty of the time, or, if more specific, actually refers to the 
acting deputies. It is notable that Ramsay, often dismissed as an apologist, here 
(as not infrequently) appears as a trenchant critic of an inadequate traditionalism, 
where others have allowed faulty assumptions to pass. We may accept a 
probable setting for the passage in c. 54-55, and a slightly different formulation of 
the case meets the substance of Ramsay's objections. 

64 kata macav vélptpov, BM 481, lines 339-40 = I. Eph. 27 lines 468-69, of AD 
104; cf. lines 165 = 229, [116, deficient =] 203, where wholly or partly restored. 
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19:40 These words reflect the preoccupation with civic privileges 
and the fear that sedition or irregularity could precipitate Roman 
intervention. 

20:3 The change of plan occasioned by the plot may have induced 
Paul to travel overland to Macedonia rather than on an early ship for 
Passover in Jerusalem. In Troas he met representatives of various 
churches and reached Jerusalem for Pentecost (cf. F, pp. 188f.). 

20:4 The form used as an ethnic designation, Bepodios, is precisely 
that attested on the local inscriptions (Dimitsas 52, imperial; 55, under 
Nerva; 58, early Ist AD). The form Bepeevs is also found (IG 3.2.2395, 
of Athens, possibly referring, however, to a different Beroea).® 

20:4 The ethnic ’Actavés, is again characteristic of the period. In 
IGRR 4.1756 (of Sardis, 2 BC) the ‘Greeks in Asia’ honour a Sardian 
citizen designated 'Ao.avég (lines 113, 116) with honours relating to 
the provincial Koinon. The ethnic title was the natural correlative of 
the province, and here designates two men, at least one of whom was 
an Ephesian (Acts 21:29), but both represent a wider district of which 
Ephesus was the centre.© 

20:5 The beginning of a new ‘we-passage’ at Philippi, where the 
last ended, raises the possibility that the ostensible author joined the 
party as representative of that church, which is not otherwise men- 
tioned (cf. G, p. 191). 

20:6 It has been argued that the days of the week here permit a 
chronological argument which suits the year 57 for this journey, a 
date consonant with other circumstantial hints.§7 

20:7ff. Paul's determination to spend as long at Troas as his tight 
schedule will permit suits the specially strategic importance assigned 


65 The coins attest BEPAIQN (of Philip, dated AD 243-44), perhaps merely an 
abbreviation, beside the regular BEPOI AION (e.g. on a coin dated AD 246). See 
Head, HN, pp. 241-43. On variation in ethnics see next note, and Excursus. 

6 Itis worth stressing this correlation in the face of the frequency of unjustified 
objections on points of this type. Both geographical names and their ethnics are 
flexible but patterned in their usage. As 'Aovavés matches the current senses of 
*Aota and} ‘lovSala (yf) in the land of the ‘lovSator (21:10 below), so Paddtns 
may be an inhabitant of Tadat(a, whether correlative with it as ethnic unit, 
province or indeed as used of European ‘Gaul’ (see Excursus, pp. 241-43). Dozens 
of instances could be cited of persons with Greek names designated in Greek 
documents by such ostensibly ‘barbarian’, but in the Roman period probably 
more often ‘provincial’, ethnics as “Apa, Kanmd8o€, KinE or Zupos. See, e.g., 
New Docs 4.173, No. 87; 4.174, No. 90. Sometimes such a person is further 
identified as a citizen of a Greek city in the province. Thus if a Zupos is further 
designated ’Avtioxets, he is shown to belong to one of the greatest cosmopolitan 
Greek cities of the world. 


67 Cf. D, pp. 169f., Chapter 6 below and Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 10-11. 
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to this city. 

20:13 Paul's staying behind at Troas and travelling overland to 
rejoin the ship's company at Assos is appropriate to local 
circumstances, where the ship had to negotiate an exposed coast and 
double Cape Lectum before reaching Assos. 

20:14-15 The sequence of places mentioned in these verses is en- 
tirely correct and natural. 

20:16 The choice to by-pass Ephesus had presumably been made 
already in the choice of ship at Troas, where a faster coaster may have 
deliberately avoided entering the gulf of Ephesus, especially if the 
silting there was already causing delays. Paul too may have been 
acutely conscious that a visit to the church from a ship calling there 
would be likely to imperil his commitment to Jerusalem through per- 
sonal entanglements there and the probable need for further trans- 
shipment. 

20:17 Miletus was only some thirty miles distant from Ephesus by 
boat and road, and the summons is readily understood if the ship 
was scheduled to stay or delayed at Miletus for two or three days. 

21:1 Patara (like Myra) was a port used by the Alexandrian corn- 
fleet. Both became important places of trans-shipment, and imperial 
granaries were built at these two ports under Hadrian.®? It is notable 
that the city's name is correctly given as a neuter plural, as in the local 
epigraphy and elsewhere in literature.70 

21:3 Eyewitness-like comments are given on the route passing ac- 
ross the open sea south of Cyprus, favoured no doubt by the per- 
sistent northwest winds (cf. M, p. 209 and below on Acts 27). 

21:4 After the pressure of time early in the journey, the pace 
relaxes after a favourable voyage to Tyre.”! 

21:5 aly.adés describes correctly the smooth beach at Tyre, as 
opposed to dx, used of a rocky shore. 

21:8 The distance from Ptolemais (Akko) to Caesarea is about 
thirty miles, a suitable day's journey whether this stage was taken by 
68 We do not attach much significance to the spelling MutuAjvn rather than the 
predominantly earlier MutiAfvn. The later form occurs as early as 303 BC and 
both continue in at least occasional use thereafter. The mention of Trogyllium in 
the Western text is also entirely appropriate, though the balance of textual 
evidence tells against its originality (cf. H, p. 198). See Metzger, Textual Comm., 
p. 478, giving {C} rating to the committee's preference for the shorter text. 

69 See on 27:5 below, and for the granary here TAM 2.397 = CIL 3.12129. 

70 For an epigraphical reference, see TAM 2.905.VII H5. Among the literary ex- 
amples are: Hdt. 1.182; Paus. 9.41.1; Diodorus 19.64.5; Lucian, Philopseud. 38; 
Appian, Mithridatica, 4.27; Arrian, Anab. 1.24.4. See further G.K. Sams, 
‘Investigations at Patara in Lycia, 1974’, Archaeology 28 (1975), pp. 202-205. 

71 Cf. Pauline Studies Bruce, p. 10. 
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sea or coastal road. 

21:10 The curious usage of ‘Judaea’ here presumably reflects the 
Jewish perspective which associated the term with Jerusalem and 
district as the heart of Judaism, and excluded pagan Caesarea.72 

21:16 The implication, made explicit in D, is perhaps that Mnason's 
home was not in Jerusalem, but an overnight stopping-place en 
route. The road distance from Caesarea to Jerusalem is scarcely less 
than sixty miles (cf. H, p. 198).73 

21:24 Luke is aware of this characteristically Jewish act of piety, 
closely paralleled by the contemporary action of Agrippa I (Jos. Ant. 
19.6.1.294). 

21:28 The Gentiles were forbidden on pain of death to go beyond 
the Gentiles' Court of the Temple. Two examples of the well-known 
warning notice are extant (CIJ 1400). 

21:31 There is a reference to the permanent stationing of a Roman 
cohort (tdéywa) at Antonia, with the specific responsibility of 
watching for and suppressing any disturbance at festival times is 
attested in Josephus (BJ 5.5.8.244). 

21:35, 40 The flight of steps used by the guards is again explicitly 
described in Josephus (BJ 5.5.8.243). There is no reason to doubt the 
independence of the two writers here, or for that matter to attach 
undue significance to these points of contact. 

21:38 On ‘the Egyptian’, cf. Jos. BJ 2.13.5.261-63; Ant. 20.8.6.169- 

71. The former passage clashes with Acts as giving the number of his 
followers as 30,000 not 4,000. We should be more ready to accept the 
smaller figure, especially as Josephus can be shown elsewhere to 
72 Caesarea was Officially the provincial capital, though geographically in the 
section called Samaria, rather than in Judaea in the narrower sense. After AD 70 
the province was termed ‘Syria Palaestina’ (Head, HN, p. 802), and coins of 
Samaria (Sebaste), for instance, were inscribed CEBACTHNON CYPIAC, and those 
of the new foundation of Neapolis (mod. Nablus) either PAAOYI. NEATIOA. 
ZAMAPE. or ®A. NEAC TIOAEQC CYPIAC ITAAAICTINHC (HN, p. 803). The 
statement in Blass-Debrunner-Funk, §261(4) that ‘Iov8ala is an adjective and 
therefore requires the article 4 ‘lovSala (yi) cannot be sustained, for use of the 
article and the transition between adjective and substantive are much more 
flexible than their classifications allow. Cf. the excursus below, pp. 223, 243 for 
anarthrous ‘lovSa(a, and the discussions of B.M. Metzger in Apostolic History, p. 
133 and Textual Comm., pp. 293-94 ad loc. Cf. also the post-70 coinage legend 
IOYAAIAZ EAA WKYIAZ (Head, HN, pp. 809-10). 
73 See Bruce, Acts, pp. 389-90 ad loc. The point of introducing Mnason (and 
previously Philip's daughters) may have been partly as they were among Luke's 
important informants about the earliest days of the church. I incline to think 
however that the expansion reflects at least a plausible inference that Mnason 
was not actually Paul's host in Jerusalem but offered a stopping-place en route. 
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inflate numbers.”4 

21:39 The literary reminiscence of Euripides, Jon 8, is well 
calculated to impress the officer surprised at Paul's Greek education. 

21:39 The claim to citizenship of a Greek city is unusual in a Jew, 
and possible only where a special constitution made a body of Jewish 
citizens possible. There are indications that the refoundation of Tar- 
sus by Antiochus Epiphanes had created such a situation.”5 

22:1-16 The speech, delivered in Aramaic, stresses suitably those 
elements in Paul's background and experience which communicated 
with a Jewish audience in Jerusalem. 

22:28 The tribune's nomen, Claudius (see 23:26) implies that he 
gained the citizenship under Claudius, when it was commonly 
bought for money, as indicated here. Dio says it became cheapened 
during the reign, and this accords with the possibility that a sarcastic 
edge should be seen in the tribune's remark, an implication made 
more explicit in the Western version.76 

22:28 Paul's Tarsian citizenship evidently means that his family 
had been long settled in Tarsus and were presumably of standing 
there. It has been suggested that Pompey, Caesar, Antony and Aug- 
ustus were all likely to have given Roman citizenship to some impor- 
tant Tarsians (CSP, p. 198), and an ancestor of Paul may have bene- 
fitted from such grant, but we have no means of knowing the circum- 
stances. There are preserved many military diplomata authenticating 


74 Itis sometimes argued in Josephus’ defence that the Greek numeral A (4000) 
could have been confused with A (30,000), whether in manuscript transmission 
or in Josephus’ own transcription. In view however of his vagaries elsewhere I 
doubt the need to harmonize him with Luke. 

75 See Ramsay, CSP, pp. 161ff. The implication that some Jews were known to 
have been citizens of Tarsus underlies the dilemma put to Titus by Apollonius of 
Tyana, according to Philostratus (Vita Ap. Ty. 6.34). The possibility of Jewish 
citizenship in a Greek city has sometimes been denied absolutely because of the 
religious difficulty. Thus W.W. Tarn and G.T. Griffith, Hellenistic Civilisation 
(London: Edward Arnold, 3rd edn, 1952), pp. 221-22 explain Paul's status as of 
‘isopolity’, or ‘potential citizenship’, which could only be exercised practically at 
the cost of apostasy. V. Tcherikover, Hellenistic Civilization and the Jews, tr. S. Ap- 
plebaum (Philadelphia and Jerusalem: Jewish Publication Society of America and 
Magnes Press, 1966), pp. 309-32 deals almost entirely with Alexandria, but is 
likewise sceptical about Jewish citizenship elsewhere, while recognizing varieties 
of status. Cf. EM. Smallwood, The Jews under Roman Rule (Leiden: Brill, 1981), 
pp. 286-88. That such citizenship was possible on occasion is confirmed by the 
inscriptions of the synagogue at Sardis (L. Robert, Nouvelles inscriptions de Sardes 
(Paris: Librairie D'Amérique et D'Orient, 1964]: No. 14, p. 55, where a Jew is 
Zap&avdls Boure Juris; cf. Nos. 13, 16, 17). Sardis, like Tarsus, is likely to have 
owed this situation to a Seleucid constitution. 

76 See Dio 60.17.5-7; Bruce, Acts, p. 407 and D, p. 170 below. 
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the discharged soldier's claim to citizenship, but it remains uncertain 
how a hereditary citizen could document his case.”” 

22:29 The tribune is impressed with Roman rather than Tarsian citi- 
zenship, and afraid of the consequences of having abused a Roman. 

23:2 Ananias as high priest is correct for the ostensible date. 

23:6ff. The prominence of the Sadducees as the focus of opposition 
stands apart from both the Gospel traditions of Jesus’ controversies 
with the Pharisees and from the decline of the Sadducee party after 
70, but fits what seem to have been the theological politics of this 
time.78 

23:24 The governorship of Felix is correctly linked to the ostensible 
date. The term here used is the general word fyépwv, the formal Latin 
title of these governors of Judaea being procurator or praefectus. 

23:31 Antipatris was the natural stopping-point on the way to 
Caesarea, whether reached via Lydda or by the hills through Gophna. 
The section from Antipatris to Caesarea is now documented.79 In 
mainly Gentile country at a distance from Jerusalem the large guard 
ceased to be necessary. 

23:34 Felix's acceptance of a case involving a man from Cilicia is 
significant, for this, like Judaea, was subject to the legate of Syria at 
this period.80 
77 For the registration of citizen births after the laws of AD 4 and AD 9 see Bruce, 
Paul, pp. 39-40, and the full discussion of citizenship in RSRL, pp. 146-62. 

It is remarkable that Paul's full name is unknown to us. He must have 
possessed the characteristic Roman tria nomina, but these would not have been 
used in the Greek and Jewish contexts of his travels, and only as a formal and 
official Roman designation. If any of the speculations about his family are 
justified, it is possible that he was Cn. Pompeius Paulus, C. Julius Paulus or M. 
Antonius Paulus. See now C.J. Hemer, The Name of Paul’, TB 36 (1985), pp. 
179-83. 

78 Cf. LH. Marshall in Apostolic History and the Gospel, ed. Gasque and Martin, 
pp. 96-98. 

79 See S. Dar and S. Applebaum, ‘The Roman Road from Antipatris to Caesarea,’ 
PEQ, 105 (1973), pp. 91-99. This branched from the direct route northwards 
through the inner Sharon plain at modern Qalansawa, thus avoiding most of the 
difficult, sandy oak-forest. Two milestones, one inscribed but undated, of per- 
haps 2nd-3rd AD, some stretches of the alignment, and pottery of Hellenistic as 
well as Roman date, have been found. It is unnecessary to follow Haenchen's 
hyper-literalistic requirements as a ground for supposing that Luke ‘has only an 
inaccurate conception of the geography of Palestine’ (p. 648). An attempt to mea- 
sure on a map the Roman road distance from Jerusalem to Antipatris (via Lydda) 
gives c. 35 (English) miles, as compared with 37 (Marshall), 40 (Haenchen), 45 
(Hanson). There is no need to insist that the infantry escort went all the way to 
Antipatris or that more mobile units returned thence without rest and provision. 
80 See RSRL, pp. 55-57; cf. E, p. 180. 
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24:1-9 Sherwin-White cites Mommsen's opinion of Paul's trial as 
‘an exemplary account of the provincial penal procedure extra 
ordinem’.®! The details highlighted in the following items illustrate 
this judgment.82 

24:1 (cf. 23:35) Felix awaits the arrival of private accusers from 
Jerusalem before the case comes to formal trial. 

24:1 The accusers here employ an advocate, but no mention of an 
advocate is made in the appearance before Festus (25:7). In imperial 
cognitiones before Trajan, the parties appear with or without advo- 
cates as they please.83 

24:3 (cf. 23:26) kpdtiatos is the correct form of address to the pro- 
curator, as a man of equestrian rank. 

24:5 The charges are what Cadbury terms ‘constructive’.84 Since 
Roman authorities would take no cognizance of Jewish religious 
controversy, the complaints are presented in terms which Felix could 
be induced to construe as political. Such a type of charge is said to be 
normal in this type of procedure.®5 The original charge and original 
accusers are tacitly dropped at this stage.86 

24:10 Paul's statement that Felix had ruled this people for many 
years accords with his having ruled Samaria under Cumanus, and so 
having held office for eight or nine years altogether, a lengthy span 
for an imperial official, and sharply contrasted with the annual tenure 
of the senatorial proconsul (cf. D, p. 172). 

24:14ff. Paul's defence stresses that the accusations are purely reli- 
gious. He is a worshipper of the ‘ancestral’ God, and is called in ques- 
tion before the Sanhedrin about the resurrection, a matter on which 
he stands with the mainstream Pharisees. 

24:19 It is a sharp tactic to bring up the absence of the original 
accusers, for Roman law was strong against accusers who abandoned 


81 RSRL, p. 48. 

82 There is an inevitable difficulty in communication here when Haenchen can 
write ‘All our troubles are removed if, with Wendt, Bauernfeind and Dibelius, we 
resolutely interpret the speeches as Lucan compositions’ (p. 657). His critical 
procedure throughout the scene does not consider the possibilities that the 
ostensible narrative could be assessed in terms of Roman practice. 

83 Pliny Ep. 4.22 [without]; 6.31 [with]; cited in RSRL, p. 49. 

84 BC 5.306; cf. RSRL, p. 50. 

85 RSRL, pp. 14, 17-23, 51. 

86 Sherwin-White, RSRL, p. 51, draws attention to a striking parallel with 
Claudius’ letter to the Alexandrians, where the emperor threatens politically 
troublesome Jews Kou Te iva tis olkoupévns vécov éEeyelpovtas (Smallwood, 
Documents Gaius, Claudius and Nero, No. 370, lines 99-100). He explains the 
parallel as a case of Acts using contemporary language, precisely the charge to 
bring against a Jew under Claudius or the early Nero. 
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their charges.87 These details all argue specific familiarity with the 
procedures, and are naturally explained by Paul's situation rather 
than as editorial creations. 

24:24 Felix's knowledge of ‘the way’ (24:22) may be related to his 
marriage to the Jewish Drusilla. For the circumstances (and approxi- 
mate date) of this marriage see Jos. Ant. 20.7.2.141-43 (cf. D, p. 172). 

24:27 The name ‘Porcius Festus’ agrees precisely with that given 
by Josephus (Ant. 20.8.9.182). 

24:27 While we hesitate to use imputed motives as a factor in argu- 
ment, it is worth noting that Felix needed to conciliate the Jews of 
Caesarea, who immediately went to Rome to accuse him.88 

24:27 On the likely chronology,89 these ‘two years’, interpreted as 
the duration of Paul's imprisonment, represent the period 57-59, and 
suit a change of procuratorial coinage to be related with some plausi- 
bility to the coming of Festus (cf. D, pp. 171, 173).90 

25:5,6 Festus insists on acting in due form, appearing formally on 
his tribunal (Bfjpa), and acts with the assistance of his consilium (oup- 
BovMov 25:12), so that his decision is shown to have legal effect.%! 

25:9-10 The suggestion of a trial in Jerusalem reveals that Festus is 
under pressure to conciliate Paul's opponents. The only damaging 
count for the Roman is political, but the alleged evidence for that is 
theological. The Jewish authorities have no jurisdiction anyhow in the 
only charge which concerns Festus. 

25:11 The right of appeal for Roman citizens (apellatio and 
provocatio having become virtually identical under the Early Empire) 
would usually be used against a contrary verdict, but might be ex- 
ercised at any earlier stage of the proceedings, as here, where the cir- 
cumstances of the investigation were likely to be prejudicial and 
dangerous.2 


87 Destitutio, RSRL, p. 52. 

88 Jos. Ant. 20.8.9.182; cf. RSRL, pp. 53-54. 

89 This is subject to debate: see Chapter 6 below. 

90 Thus Cadbury, The Book of Acts in History (London: A. & C. Black, 1955), pp. 
9-10. The series in question bears obv. LE KAICAPOC around palm-branch and rev. 
NERG) NOC inside olive-wreath (BMC Palestine, Procurators under Nero, Nos. 1- 
28, with minor variations and imperfections). All this group is dated LE (€tos €’), 
the fifth year of Nero extending from October 58 to October 59 and including the 
probable time of Festus’ arrival in (early) summer 59. The procurators are never 
named on this coinage. 

91 Bruce, Acts, p. 430; RSRL, pp. 48-49. 

92 See Schtirer-Vermes-Millar 1 [1973], p. 369, cf. Schiirer 2.2.278, and literature 
cited. The difficulties outlined by Haenchen (Acts, pp. 667-70) are not substantial 
when the case is seen in legal terms with due regard for the complexity of the 
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25:13 The visit of Agrippa II, whose kingdom had been recently 
extended (in 56) to include part of Galilee, and his notorious sister- 
consort Bernice, sister also of Felix's wife Drusilla, is entirely timely 
and natural, the neighbouring king paying his respects to the new 
representative of Rome (cf. D, pp. 173-74). 

25:18 The bewildered Festus, after his vindication of Roman 
justice, declares the charges, unrelated to any misdemeanours dv éya 
imevéouwv, ‘of which I could take cognizance’, reflecting the legal 
formula de quibus cognoscere volebam.% 

25:26 6 KUptos became a characteristic form of reference to the 
emperor from the time of Nero, here taking up the more formal pre- 
ceding Tov YeBaotdv (25:25); cf. E, p. 180. 

26:1ff. The literary characteristics of this speech show selection and 
exclusion which may be related to Paul's situation before Agrippa. 
The pious Jew Ananias, for instance, who figures prominently in the 
Jerusalem conversion speech of Acts 22, is not mentioned here. The 
general point is made here in the consciousness that others would 
strongly deny the appropriateness of the speech to Paul's, rather than 
Luke's, situation.%4 


forces at work. It is not, for instance, a problem that Luke does not associate 
Paul's appeal here with his Roman citizenship. His citizenship is known to the 
reader, and it was unnecessary to explain the connection in a time when it was a 
commonplace. Haenchen concedes (p. 669) that there is no adequate ground for 
suspicion that the appeal is unhistorical; rather it was a piece of authentic 
tradition to serve as a nucleus for the story. Its ‘contradictions are immediately 
resolved if we consider the Lucan narrative no longer as a court minute but 
rather as a suspense-laden narrative created by the author’. But this ‘solution’ is 
more difficult than the purported problem. The most helpful discussion of the 
question of appeal in its bearing on Acts is RSRL, pp. 57-70. Many of the prob- 
lems previously highlighted by Mommsen, Cadbury and others are met by the 
view of A.H.M. Jones that the right of appeal for citizens facing capital charges 
was absolute in cases extra ordinem, that is, outside the sphere of fixed, statutory 
offences and prescribed penalties, and that that distinction applied specifically in 
the Julio-Claudian period (cf. Jones, ‘I Appeal Unto Caesar’, Studies in Roman 
Government and Law (Oxford: Blackwell, 1960], pp. 53-65, esp. p. 57; and below 
pp. 180, 214). The work of Jones and Sherwin-White in this area suggests that 
much contained in the commentaries is seriously dated and erroneous. 

93 RSRL, p. 50. 

94 Haenchen's discussion, and his use of Auerbach, are unhelpfully simplistic. 
(p. 679). He supposes that realism in antiquity was appropriate only to middle or 
lower types of style intended as comedy or entertainment, but ‘in Acts he sought 
to reach the heights of ancient historical writing’, and could only show the signi- 
ficance of the scene by making Paul confront the great princes of his day. This 
argument needs to be questioned at several levels. (1) Auerbach's theory of the 
relation between ‘realism’ and levels of style in classical literature is itself based 
on a paradigmatic use of extremely contrasting literary styles (Petronius and 
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26:32 The innocent man could have been released if he had not 
appealed. The pluperfect here is significant as implying that this act 
of Paul had placed him in an irrevocable position. The compulsion 
was not so much strictly legal as political, a matter of the emperor's 
auctoritas in relation to his subordinates. Festus could scarcely ven- 
ture publicly to short-circuit a case formally arrogated to Caesar's 
decision.%® 

27:1 The unit to which Julius belonged cannot be certainly identi- 
fied, as the honorary title ZeBaoT} = Augusta may have had multiple 
reference.% 


Tacitus), and makes no allowance, for instance, for the complex diversity within 
ancient historiography (see Chapter 3 above). (2) Auerbach acknowledges a dif- 
ferent, pre-classical paradigm, but again based on a questionably simplistic con- 
trast between Homeric and Old Testament narratives, and stresses that the New 
Testament, and the Gospels in particular, provide an extreme counter example, a 
serious, unrhetorical, vernacular writing largely untouched by rules of style 
(Mimesis, tr. W.R. Trask, Princeton University Press, 1968, pp. 40-49). (3) There is 
a problem of definitions. ‘Realism’ might be ‘fictional verisimilitude’, as certainly 
in the case of Petronius' romance; it is not simpliciter the touchstone of historical 
reliability. Haenchen often requires inappropriate criteria of a historical nar- 
rative, completeness of logically presented circumstantial detail (which may not 
be available). But a narrative which fulfilled his conditions might well in fact be 
fictional, in the manner of Petronius or Defoe. (4) Haenchen makes a partial and 
unrepresentative use of Auerbach, who recognizes, albeit sometimes conces- 
sively, something of the diversity of the phenomena. Thus in Absalom’s rebellion 
and David's last days ‘the contradictions and crossing of motives ... have become 
so concrete that it is impossible to doubt the historicity of the information con- 
veyed’ (Mimesis, p. 20). Again, ‘It was the story of Christ, with its ruthless mix- 
ture of everyday reality and the highest and most sublime tragedy, which had 
conquered the classical rule of styles’ (Mimesis, p. 555). (5) Auerbach's treatment 
of ancient historiography is questionable at some points, where for instance he 
links the limits of ‘antique realism’ with limits of ‘historical consciousness’ 
(Mimesis, p. 40; cf. pp. 32-33, 38ff.). It is not necessarily ‘rhetorical’, and the lack 
of interest in, say, economic causation proves not an absence of historical con- 
sciousness but at most a different assessment of historical priorities. 

95 RSRL, pp. 64-65. 

96 The specific presence of a cohort with this title in the army of Syria/Judaea in 
the first century is attested in ILS 2683 = CIL 3.6687, found in Venice but attri- 
buted to Berytus (Beirut), giving the career of a prefect ‘cohort(is) Aug. I’ under 
Quirinius (after AD 6), and again in IGRR 3.1136 = OGIS 421, referring in frag- 
mentary context to an éna[pyos—?] | onelpns Av[yotoms (from Eitha in 
Batanaea [Transjordan] under Herod Agrippa II). 

Alternative possibilities are (1) that this was a colloquial name for a unit of 
imperial officer-couriers (the later frumentarii): thus Ramsay, SPTR, pp. 314-15, 
following Mommsen,; (2) that this was one of the cohorts of ‘Sebasteni’, several 
times mentioned in Josephus, a force consisting of five cohorts (oteipat) and one 
squadron of cavalry ({An = ala) and forming a large part of Agrippa I's garrison 
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27:2 ‘A8SpapuvtTtnvg: the name occurs in varied spellings, and 
Westcott and Hort read ‘A8papuvtTnvG (AB 33 boh arm).97 The ship 
was a coaster, presumably bound for its home port in Mysia. It would 
be natural for Julius to find a ship bound for Rome in one of the 
Lycian ports used by the Alexandrian corn-fleet. 

27:4 This time, in contrast with the eastward voyage (21:3), they 
sailed in the lee of Cyprus, a course dictated by the prevailing west or 
northwest winds of summer in the Levant. Their coasting passage 
was assisted by local on-shore and off-shore breezes, and by the 
westerly trend of the currents along the south Anatolian coasts. Such 
considerations at least reflect experience of the climatic conditions of 
this voyage. The Western authorities again add ‘fifteen days’ as the 
duration of this voyage, a plausible time in adverse conditions, and 
suitable to the accumulating delays of the passing season but not to 
be favoured as original. 

27:5 The common article bonding ‘Cilicia’ and ‘Pamphylia’ here 
may be taken to reflect a unitary concept, of one sea-area bordering 
what we should term the south coast of Asia Minor. The point is 
slight, and may be insignificant, even accidental, but is apt to the in- 
stinctive nuance of an accurate mind writing from experience, if we 


in Caesarea (Jos. Ant. 19.9.2.365-66), amounting altogether to some 3000 men (cf. 
Jos. BJ 2.3.4.52), and named from their having been recruited at Sebaste 
(Samaria): thus Schiirer-Vermes-Millar 1.363-64 = Schurer 1.2.53. The difficulty 
here is that ‘Augusta’ /‘Sebaste’ is an honourable title, ostensibly quite different 
from the ethnic origin of the name of these cohorts; Schtrer is driven to posit a 
hypothetical cohors Augusta Sebastenorum as one of the five. In any case his epi- 
graphical examples of a cohors or ala Sebastenorum are of doubtful relevance: 
ILS 2738 = CIL 8.9358, CIL 8.9359, and EE 5 (1884), p. 469, No. 1000 = ILS 
1436 are all perhaps much later, the two former not earlier than Hadrian, and all 
are of Caesarea in Mauretania, not of Caesarea in Palestine. The only case re- 
ferring to a cohort (CIL 3.2916 = CIL 3.9984), mentioning coh. I Sebastenorum, is 
undated and from Iader (Zara) in Dalmatia. If any of these, or an example from 
Timgad in Numidia (EE 5 [1884], p. 390, No. 699, probably of M. Aurelius) refer 
to the same units, they imply that they were stationed in North Africa or Dal- 
matia at a very different date, and are of scant value for the Josephus passages, 
and less for Acts. Both alternative explanations are built on supposition, and it 
seems probable that Julius’ unit was the one noticed in the text, especially if we 
may assume its presence in Palestine or Syria through the period from Quirinius 
to Agrippa II. But we need to recognize that our information is fragmentary. 

97 So Bruce, Acts, p. 452 though he now prefers - tt -. Cf. Adrymetion (Pompo- 
nius Mela 1.18.91; év "Atpayu[tlu]): A. Plassart, ‘Les inscriptions de Delphes. La 
liste des théorodoques’, BCH 45 (1921), pp. 1-85, 2nd BC, esp. p. 8, col. I D (a) 14. 
98 Metzger, Textual Comm., p. 497, probability {B}; cf. section H, p. 199 below. 
Lucian, Navig. 7 gives nine days as the duration of a voyage from Sidon to the 
Lycian coast (mepitecévtas Sexatm énl XedSovéas). 
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admit that possibility.” 

27:5 The spelling of the name ‘Myra’ varies in the manuscripts, 
and the UBS text prefers Mipa (byz) against Mippa (B),! otherwise 
unattested. In either case the form is a neuter plural, as with Patara 
(21:1). 

27:6 Myra, like Patara again, was a principal port for the Alexan- 
drian corn-ships, and precisely the place where Julius would expect 
to find a ship sailing to Italy in the imperial service. Its official 
standing here is further illustrated by the Hadrianic granary.10! Myra 
was also the first of these ports to be reached by a ship arriving from 
the east, as Patara had been previously from the reverse direction. 

27:7 The slow passage to Cnidus was made in the face of the 
typical northwest wind (see Smith, Voyage, pp. 75-76). The expres- 
sion may reflect mounting impatience and anxiety at continuing de- 
lays if the wind-force were greater than average, necessitating per- 
haps extensive tacking where they could not sail close enough into 
the wind. 

27:7 They sailed in the lee of Crete. The assumption is often made 
that the normal course would have passed directly across the Aegean, 
north of Crete. Smith (pp. 75-76) is evidently right that this indirect 
route was forced on the ship by strong northwest winds, but this was 
in fact the normal direction, and the ship's response likewise normal. 
Luke's experience of the outward voyage had been direct and rapid 
before favouring winds. L. Casson seems now to have shown de- 
cisively how the return was dictated by weather conditions, and also 
the disparity in time between eastward and westward journeys. 102 


99 Again, the treatment of the article with proper names seems to be 
misconceived in Blass-Debrunner-Funk, §261(6). Cf. n. 72 above. 

100 The possibilities of radical error are illustrated here by the early corruption 
‘Lystra’ for ‘Myra’, presumably arising through dittography from the adjacent 
word Auxtas, but betraying the kind of geographical absurdity from which Acts 
is so remarkably free (el¢ Atotpav tijs Auktas A; els Adotpa Tis Atktas &). 
Such an instance sets in higher relief the notable accuracy of our access to 
geographical detail in the main text-types of Acts, when such obvious cor- 
ruptions are set aside. I doubt the suggestion of Breusing that Avotpa arose from 
Alyupa, supposedly a subsidiary alternative form of ‘Myra’. Limyra was a 
distinct city (cf. e.g. TAM 2.905.XIX C, of Rhodiapolis, where the Atpupets are 
listed with the other cities of the xouvév of Lycia). 

101 ILS 5908 = CIL 3.6738, of Andriace, the post-emporium of Myra. 

102 Throughout this section see L. Casson, ‘The Isis and Her Voyage’, TAPA 81 
(1950), pp. 43-56; ‘Speed Under Sail of Ancient Ships’, TAPA 82 (1951), pp. 136- 
48; Ships and Seamanship in the Ancient World (Princeton University Press, 1971); 
cf. B.S.J. Isserlin, ‘The Isis and Her Voyage: Some Additional Remarks’, TAPA 86 
(1955), pp. 319-20; L. Casson, ‘The Isis and Her Voyage: A Reply’, TAPA 87 
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27:7 The passage southwest to Crete and the difficult rounding of 
its eastern cape again suit the conditions of a strong northwest wind. 
The name ‘Salmone’ is paralleled elsewhere in a slightly different 
form: Zadpaviov tis Kpims, brep éotl Td EGov dxpov (Strabo 2.4.3 
= 106). Pliny, NH 4.12.58, 60, 61, 71 gives the Latin as ‘Samonium’. It 
has been suggested that this, like many names in Southern Crete, is of 
Phoenician origin, from a root cognate with Hebrew, 015w, and aptly 
describing a refuge from exposure to the wind.!03 The Phoenician 


(1956), pp. 239-40 ([Ed.] Now see also G. Kettenbach, Das Logbuch des Lukas 
(Frankfurt, Bern and New York: P. Lang, 1986]). Lucian's dialogue Navigium is a 
most valuable parallel. The ship ‘Isis’, identified explicitly as one of the Egyptian 
corn-ships (Navig. 1), had been first driven eastward before gales to Sidon, and 
then followed Paul's route north of Cyprus and along the south coast of Asia 
Minor to the dangerous reefs of the Chelidonian islands, a few miles east of 
Myra. A shift of wind to a point south of southwest prevented the usual run to 
the lee of Crete, and they attempted to cross the Aegean before it reverted to the 
normal northwest, but again met the adverse etesians and struggled to beat into 
Piraeus on the seventieth day after leaving Egypt, obs @8et thy Kprtmy SeE.dv 
haBévtas bnép THY Madéav TACbcavTas HSn elvar ev ‘I tadlq (Navig. 9). Casson 
stresses that this signifies sailing far south of Malea, not being compelled to 
round that perilous headland. The appearance of such a ship at Piraeus, or 
indeed in the Aegean, was exceptional. 

Casson's studies of sailing speed and of voyage duration are most instructive. 
For ships dependent on sail the differences between eastward and westward 
passages are often enormous. A vessel travelling east could run before a 
favouring wind directly. The westward course was delayed by the necessity of 
beating into or tacking into adverse winds nearly all the way, and by the 
necessity of an indirect route to harness those winds and avoid lee shores. He 
calculates from surviving narratives an actual speed of 4-6 knots over open water 
with favouring winds, 3-4 knots when coasting or navigating islands, and 1 1/2 - 
21/2 knots under adverse conditions. For some actual durations relevant to our 
present study, he estimates Naples to Alexandria 9-11 days, but Alexandria to 
Naples 50-70; Crete to Alexandria 3-4, Alexandria to Crete (via Myra) 11-14; 
Rhodes to Caesarea 3-4, Caesarea to Rhodes 10 (TAPA 82 [1951], pp. 145-46). It 
was actually an acclaimed feature of the imperial peace that ‘we may travel at all 
hours, and sail from east to west’ (m\etv dt’ dvatodév ent Suopds, Epictetus (ed. 
Arrian), 3.13.9; cf. TB 26 [1975], p. 91). 

Isserlin's objection that mediaeval galleys often passed north of Crete, 
although they relied mainly on sail, is met by Casson’s rejoinder that the fact that 
they had oars available in emergency, and could also sail closer to the wind, 
made a crucial difference. The point is worth stressing, as the commentators have 
often assumed that the route north of Crete was normal, and have explained Acts 
27 accordingly. In this respect the emergency course of the Isis is the exception. 
The words yt, tpocedvtos Huds tod dvépou (27:7) need not be given causal 
force to imply a change of plan. Bruce, Acts, p. 454 and Marshall, Acts, p. 405 
incline to the route north of Crete, where Haenchen, p. 699 follows Casson, but 
unnecessarily reads a Lukan misconception into the narrative. 

103 Biirchner, ‘Salmone, No. 3’, PW 2.1.1986-1987. 
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connection may again illustrate the unexpected maritime importance 
of this forbidding shore, and perhaps help to account for the extreme 
variety in the transcription of these names. 14 

27:8 The locations of ‘Fair Havens’ and the neighbouring site of 
Lasea are well attested, though obscure places unlikely to be known 
to any who had not made such a voyage. Kadol Atpéves, still known 
today by a demotic version of the same name, offered two contiguous 
roadsteads sheltered from the northwest winds, but open to half the 
compass, and so not an attractive winter harbour, though partly 
protected by offshore islets.!05 It was the last shelter before Cape 
Matala, after which the northward turn of the coast would have left 
the ship fully exposed to the northwest. There was evidently no sig- 
nificant settlement (and there are no remains today), and Luke names 
the més, to whose territory the roadstead belonged, Lasea, whose 
discovery some 5 m. east of Fair Havens is described in Smith.!06 The 
assumption that this place was unknown to other ancient writers is 
due again to aberrant forms of its name.107 


104 Other renderings of the name include Zapuiviov in Strabo 10.4.2 = 474; 
Zapponov dkpov (Ptol. Geog. 3.14.1,8); Zapwrov, Stadiasmus Maris Magni, 318, 
319, 355 (ed. C. Miller, Geographi Graeci Minores, Paris: Firmin Didot, 1882, 1.505, 
514), of 1st BC/Ist AD; prom. Samonium in Pomponius Mela 2.7.112 (early 1st 
AD); ZadpwvlSos dyxpt Kaprivou, in Dionysius Periegiesis 110 (verse, probably 
early 2nd AD, GGM II.109); tis Zadywrldos dxpns, in Schol. ad Dion. Perieg. 109 
(GGM 11.436); ttép LarpwvlSos dkpns, in Apollonius Rhodius Argon. 4.1693 
(verse, 3rd BC). The most precise navigational description is given in the 
Stadiasmus: dkpwtpidv tot. tis Kptms davéxov mpds Boppav émmodv: tote 
8 lepdv 'Abnvds: Exet tdhoppov Kal bSwp’ Ta & GAa Adaviopéva (318, GGM, 
1.505). A number of votive graffiti are preserved from the temple (M. Guarducci, 
I. Cret, 3.7.1-27). 

105 Smith, pp. 84-85 and sketch facing p. 254. 

106 Smith, pp. 259-60, with sketch facing p. 260. 

107 The Stadiasmus describes the coast between the better-known city of Lebena 
and Matala thus: dd AeBrhvas els ‘Adds oTd&tor x’. ‘ATO ‘Adiiv elo Madtadav 
oTd&io. 1 (322-23, GGM 1.506-507). ‘Halae’ is taken here to be the same place as 
Lasaea, and Miiller conjectures v' and 1’ to make the distances fit. I have not sub- 
stantiated the supposed equivalence with ‘Lasos or Alos’ in Pliny NH 4.12.59 
(BC 4.328; Bruce, p. 454-55; Haenchen, p. 699n.), for the critical apparatus in the 
Teubner edition of C. Mayhoff does not list ‘Alos’ among the variants, but the 
different corruptions ‘Lappa’ and ‘Laspha’, and in any case Pliny's ‘Lasos’ is 
among the inland cities of Crete, a position unsuitable to the other references, as 
to the ruins discovered on the shore. The problem is considerably complicated by 
the number of cities with more or less similar names in other parts of Crete: 
Lisses, Lyctus, Lato, Lappa, and their numerous overlapping variants which lend 
themselves to a compounding of confusion. Most of these however may be 
clearly identified, despite the divergences of the literary authorities and their 
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27:9 The ‘Fast’ was the Day of Atonement on 10th Tishri, which we 
suppose Paul to have observed at Fair Havens. In the year 59 this fell 
later than in adjacent years, about 5th October.!° It is notable that the 
occasion is placed by recall of Paul's Jewish observance, and the fact 
that the Fast is mentioned rather than the beginning of the Feast of 


transmission, and the same holds true of Lasaea. The clearest parallel with Acts is 
(significantly) in an inscription, a lengthy list of ®ewpo8dxot, in effect consular 
representatives of Delphi in hundreds of cities of the Greek world, listed in geo- 
graphical sequence (Plassart, ‘Inscriptions’, BCH 45 [1921], pp. 1-85). Col. IV, 
lines 7-10, names consecutively the men év [éptun ... év AeBfw ... év 
Aagoolar ... év Galotwi, a group disposed clockwise in the angle southwest 
from Gortyn, between the plain of Mesara and the precipitous line of coast termi- 
nating in Cape Matala (Lithino). Allowing for varieties of transcription, compli- 
cated by the progress of itacism and the peculiarities of different Greek dialects 
within Crete, this is quite close to Acts, and constitutes a confirmation of the civic 
status of a place otherwise little known. The name is further attested, in the form 
‘Lisia’ in Tab. Pent., as 16 miles from Cortina (Gortyn, Gortyna; K. Miller, 
Itineraria Romana (Stuttgart: Strecker and Schréder, 1916] col. 1610). Several brief 
inscriptions have been found at the actual site (/. Cret. 1.15. 1-5). 

The only two cities of major importance on the eastern half of the south coast 
of Crete were Hierapytna and Lebena, the latter a centre of Asclepian cult and 
the principal port of Gortyn the Roman capital city. Inscriptions of the area 
occasionally reflect maritime interests or the development of travel facilities. A 
restoration of roads and footways was undertaken under Claudius in the Hier- 
apytna district (/. Cret. 3.3.25-29). I have noted also the personal names Katd- 
tdous (I. Cret. 3.3.39, of Hierapytna), EtttAous (I. Cret. 3.9.1, E. Crete, of uncer- 
tain place) and possibly the fem. Ett (Oa (J. Cret. 2.20.3, of Phoenix; cf. Acts 
27:12). The goddess Hygieia, associated with Asclepius at Lebena, there bears the 
epithets Zwtelpa ZuvoSoiTidpos (I. Cret. 1.17.26A, of Lebena, 2nd-3rd AD). The 
record there of an Asclepian miracle also involves the kuBepyytms of a ship and 
mentions a katddupa (presumably a lodging ashore), though the fragmentary 
context precludes clearer understanding (J. Cret. 1.17.10). These gleanings are 
slight in themselves, but gain interest from their collocation on this remote and 
largely precipitous shore less ostensibly attractive than the north coast save as 
developed through the exigencies of westward navigation. 

Ptol. Geog. 3.17.4 does not mention Lasaea, but places Lebena precisely by 
latitude and longitude behind the headland Leon, close to the ruins of Lasaea, 
calling it AeBr\va # Aela. There may be some further corruption or confusion 
here. While Ptolemy is in general an excellent authority, there is a distortion 
apparent in this district, especially with relation to the inland sites like Gortyn. 
For his method and its problems, cf. H.S. Cronin, ‘Ptolemy's Map of Asia Minor: 
Method of Construction’, Geographical Journal 25 (1905), pp. 429-41. 

The principal variants here are k\aoata LPS ¢, \aooata 8, Aacea B81, \atooa 
8", adagoa A 181 460 syhm, anchis h, t(h)alassa lat plerique. The first three are 
virtually identical in itacistic pronunciation; anchis is thought to have arisen 
from &yxt for éyyte. 

108 Bruce, Acts, p. 455. 


138 The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History 


Tabernacles on 15th Tishri suggests that that date had not yet arrived. 
A relatively late date for these lunar-based festivals in the year con- 
cerned is desirable in accounting for the lapse of time through the 
following winter (cf. D, p. 174, and G, p. 192).1 

27:11 The principal persons responsible for the ship are designated 
the vatxAnpos (owner/master) and the xuBepyytns (pilot), but both 
defer to the centurion as an imperial officer on a ship contracted to 
the state service. Paul may have been included in their consultation 
as a man of standing and experience who had won Julius’ respect; he 
may have offered his advice more informally.110 


109 See W.P. Workman, ‘A New Date-Indication in Acts’, ExpT 11 (1899-1900), 
pp. 316-19. He stresses the force of kal before vnote(lav, as applying to a year 
when the Fast was later than the autumnal equinox, when sailing became dan- 
gerous, and so Luke stresses that two landmarks of autumn had passed, and this 
the later. The general force of his argument is convincing, though it might with 
advantage have been presented a little differently: (1) His focus on the equinox 
derives from Caesar, Bell. Gall. 4.36.2 and 5.23.5, passages referring to Caesar's 
British campaigns rather than the norms of Mediterranean navigation. Certainly 
Caesar would have desisted from campaigning and activity in unknown waters 
before the risk of winter storms, but the regularities of Mediterranean conditions 
in summer are not applicable, and it would have been better for Workman to 
base his point on Vegetius de Re Milit. 4.39, who says navigation is safe until 
14th September, uncertain until 11th November, and then the seas are closed 
until 10th March. (2) While accepting the force of kal vnotelav (‘even the Fast 
was already past’), Workman's argument from comparative dating with the 
equinox seems a little forced: the reader would hardly have got the point unless 
primed with the Jewish chronology of that year. But the late incidence of the Fast 
does best suit the time-sequence of the succeeding winter, and does suit the 
placing of this scene in October 59 in concurrence with other indications. 

110 This simple statement overlies much dispute. I am content to leave my point 
at the general level of Luke's familiarity with the terminology and functions. 
Ramsay's picture of the centurion as superior officer taking the professional and 
other advice of an improvised consilium (SPTR, pp. 322-25) is illuminating in its 
portrayal of the essential ‘otherness’ of Roman practices and structures. Haen- 
chen's criticisms (Acts, pp. 699n, 700) are not necessarily relevant here to the 
question of Luke's accurate knowledge, but they are not well judged in regard to 
Ramsay's understanding of vauxdnpos and kuBepuvytns, especially in the impli- 
cation that the meaning of vabxAnpos had shifted from ‘captain’ to ‘owner’ since 
the Ptolemaic period. In the first edition of SPTR, to which I refer, Ramsay cites 
several passages in ancient literature and epigraphy in his discussion, but not the 
later comment of U. Wilcken in Archiv fiir Papyrusforschung 5 (1913), p. 298, to 
which Haenchen refers his view. Haenchen’s proof-texts for the meaning ‘owner’ 
are themselves of early date (OGIS 140.7-9, of Ptolemy VIII; and 591.3 of Delos, 
early 1st BC), and neither of them proves his point. Both refer to guilds, the 
former tév | év "AdcEavSpelar tpecButépwy é | ySoxéwv, the latter of €umépuv Kal 
vavwAnpuy Kal éySoxéwv in Berytus (Beirut). The precise distinction of these 
terms, and the function of the last (LSJ éx8o0xets = ‘forwarding agent’), are not 
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27:12 ‘Fair Havens’ was a poorly sheltered roadstead (cf. on 27:8 
above). 

27:12 ‘Phoenix’ has been the centre of much debate.!!! Setting 
aside the possibility that Strabo 10.4.3 = 475 refers to a different place 
(‘Phoenix of the Lampians’) which if rightly placed has no harbour,!!2 
the site must be placed close to Cape Mouros, a rocky projection of 
the precipitous coast with a bay on either side, the eastern now 
occupied by the tiny fishing village of Loutro, the western larger and 
more open, now deserted, but still bearing the name Phineka. Ogilvie 
shows decisively that in ancient conditions the western bay was safer 
than it is now, and contained two recessed beaches on the western 
flank of the headland facing northwest and southwest respectively.113 


settled here. vavxAnpos is not even mentioned in the former text. Conversely, 
there are many references to vatKAnpot. The fullest study is now Julie 
Vélissaropoulos, Les naucléres grecs. Recherches sur les institutions maritimes en 
Gréce et dans I’Orient hellénisé (Geneva: Droz and Paris: Minard, 1980), though 
this focuses on the pre-Roman period. See also Casson, Ships and Seamanship, pp. 
314-16 for the view that the vatkAnpos was ‘owner’ /‘charterer’ who sailed with 
his ship, the hierarchy of officers on board a merchant ship being, according to 
Artemidorus (Oneirocr. 1.35; 2nd AD), vadtkdnpos, kuBepuitns, Tpweus, 
tolxapxos, Teplvews. Vélissaropoulos traces the long history of the vat«Anpta as 
an institution, and insists that it eludes modern definition (p. 48). Its importance, 
however, declined in the Hellenistic and Roman periods in the very fact of state 
intervention as ‘partenaire privilégié’, requisitioning private ships in the public 
service (p. 4). The éySoxets she defines as entrepositaires. (p. 108 n. 103). Cf. also 
the terminology used in inscriptions, e.g. IG 12.8.581A (apxixepSévtropos ), 585 
(vabKAnpos, tpovadKAnpos, KuBepyntis, Thasos). 

The usage of both vatkAnpos and xufepvijtns may be more flexible than is 
sometimes allowed. The former may, it seems, comprise the functions of owner, 
master and merchant-contractor, and indeed the term vauxAnpoxuBepyitns is 
found in the papyri (cf. Cic. de Inventione 2.51.154, dominus navis, cum idem 
gubernator esset). In a case such as the present, where the element of official 
Roman control over a regular contracted fleet is strong, it is possible that v. and k. 
reflect respectively the Latin terms magister and gubernator. For the special 
development and organization of the corn-supply service under Claudius, in 
response to the droughts and famines of his reign (cf. Acts 11:28), see Suet. 
Claud. 18-19. Cf. also the inscription of Phoenix cited below. 

111 The most valuable discussion is that of R.M. Ogilvie, ‘Phoenix’, JTS n.s. 9 
(1958), pp. 308-14. 

112 See Ogilvie, pp. 308-309. 

113 Smith (3rd edn) includes testimonies to the harbour of the eastern bay of 
Loutro: ‘it is the only secure harbour in all winds on the south coast of Crete’ (pp. 
91-92n). His identification however poses difficulty in understanding the phrase 
kata AiBa Kal kata xdpov, which despite his parallels, can only be naturally 
understood of the west-facing bay. To the range of evidence in Ogilvie we may 
add the details of latitude and longitude in Ptolemy, to which he refers only 
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27:12 The form x&pos (northwest) is taken to be a dta& de ydpevov, 
supposedly a faulty Greek transcription of Latin caurus or corus. 
The nomenclature of the winds is a notoriously complex and con- 
fused matter, with many duplicates and alternatives in both Greek 
and Latin. It is strange that the commentators have overlooked the 
twelve-point wind-rose inscription on a monumental base from 
Rome (IGRR 1.177 = IG 14.1308) which gives the Latin form chorus 


implicitly (p. 311). Ptolemy (Geog. 3.17.3) reads from the west Eppala dxpa vy.p 
AS [53 1/12° E, 34° N]. dowvikois ApH vy AS s° [53 1/2° E, 34 1/6° N]. GoinE 
TéALg vydtB AS & [53 7/12°E, 34 1/4° N]. Hermaea is placed as a westward pro- 
montory, and the harbour of Phoenix is then placed 5 minutes south and 5 
minutes west of the city. Ancient habitation covered most of the Cape Mouros 
peninsula behind Loutro, and the port was then clearly on its west side. The 
place is forbiddingly inhospitable by modern standards. I have seen recent 
photographs taken by Mr J.P. Stunt from the roadless and precipitous hinterland. 
Yet two ancient settlements, Aradena and Anopolis, both represented today by 
places preserving the ancient names, lay immediately behind the coastal heights, 
the latter a mere mile behind Loutro, and constituting the Upper City’ with 
relation to Phoenix. 

Ogilvie shows the former existence of two sheltered beaches on the west side, 
whose bearing gives precise point to the difficult phrase. There is then no need to 
regard Ny and xpos here as a confused conflation of two nautical terms for 
‘west’ (BC 5.343). The note on the winds in BC 5.338-44 is disappointing, 
especially in its neglect of the crucial epigraphical texts. I take the point that Luke 
got his information from sailors’ speech, but it was much more precise infor- 
mation than the incomplete account of Lake and Cadbury can show. Ramsay 
(SPTR, p. 326) unnecessarily supposed that Luke got a false impression from 
sailors’ description of the eastern bay, and never saw the place himself to correct 
that impression. 

For the site of Phoenix see also Stadiasmus 328 (GGM_ I.507-508): dm 
*AToMwvlas els Dolvika otd&tot p' * TéALs EoTiv* Exe AEva Kal vijcov. "Amd Be 
Kdavdlas els olvixa ord&tor T (for Claudia/Cauda see on 27:16 and p. 142, n. 117 
below). The inscriptions are collected in I. Cret. 2.20.1-7, and a few fragments are 
also preserved from Anopolis and Aradena. The only text of any length from 
Phoenix (J. Cret. 2.20.7 = CIL 3.3, first published in Smith, p. 261) is of excep- 
tional interest. It is a Latin dedication to Jupiter, to other gods, and to Trajan, by 
personnel of a wintering ship, the work being supervised by a gubernator from 
Alexandria, and the owner or master is also named, though the term navicu- 
larius/nauclerus is not used. Other remarkable parallels of terminology in this 
text will be noted on 28:11 below. It is an extraordinarily interesting illustration 
of several aspects of Paul's voyage, found precisely at the place where the 
responsible officers would have chosen to winter. It is remarkable that it is not 
noticed in the commentaries, perhaps because it is not mentioned in SPTR, nor 
in the usual reference works, save for a strangely erroneous entry appended to 
the new (1979) edition of BAGD. 

The name ‘Phoenix’ points again to Phoenician influence on this coast, and 
reinforces again the sense of its unexpected maritime importance. 
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for the Greek lLdmv& (elsewhere argestes, seiron, etc.).114 Luke could 
have taken the name from the speech of seamen, probably a Latin or 
hybrid patois (cf. evpaxtdAwv for euraquilo, 27:14 below). 

27:13 The south wind was ideal for reaching Phoenix, enabling 
them to cling to the coast to round Cape Matala, about 4 miles west, 
and then bear west-northwest across the bay of Mesara, some 34 
miles to Phoenix (Smith, p. 97). There is a noted tendency of a south 
wind in these climes to back suddenly to a violent north-easter, the 
well-known gregale. This would have swept down upon them from 
the open plain of Mesara, just when they were in the open bay, 
beyond the shelter of Matala. 

27:14 The reading evpaxt\wv p74 & A B* (euroaquilo itargigs vg) is to 
be preferred to evpoxAtSuv Pmg W al. Despite the erroneous belief that 
the word is ‘not found elsewhere and therefore suspect’, it is an un- 
satisfactory hybrid neologism mixing Greek and Latin, north with 
southeast,!!5 and attested epigraphically on the twelve-point wind- 
rose incised on a pavement at Thugga in proconsular Africa, which 
bears the wind-names in Latin only. Beginning from the north and 
reading clockwise, we have: septentrio aquilo euroaquilo [vu]lturnus 


114 See further G. Kaibel, ‘Antike Windrosen’, Hermes 20 (1885), pp. 579-624; 
D'Arcy Wentworth Thompson, ‘The Greek Winds’, CR 32 (1918), pp. 49-56. Lake 
and Cadbury are surely right in preferring the latter in the matter of the regular 
disposition of the ancient 12-point scheme in 30° divisions, but this is not the cen- 
tral point here. This arrangement could have been inferred from the epigraphical 
monuments, which they do not notice, esp. CIL 8.26652 (cited below); cf. IG 
14.1308 here and IG 14.906. See my further discussions in ‘Euraquilo and 
Melita’, JTS n.s. 26 (1975), pp. 100-11, esp. pp. 102-103. 

115 For this objection see A. Acworth, ‘Where Was St. Paul Shipwrecked? A Re- 
examination of the Evidence’, JTS n.s. 24 (1973), pp. 190-93 (esp. p. 192). 
Acworth argues for the TR reading EtvpoxdtSwv, interpreting this as a southeast 
wind, and reviving an old view that the Melita of Paul's shipwreck was not Malta 
but Mljet in the Adriatic. A similar case for Mljet has been presented 
independently by O.F.A. Meinardus, ‘Melita lyrica or Africana; An Examination 
of the Site of St. Paul's Shipwreck’, Ostkirchliche Studien 23 (1974), pp. 21-36; cf. 
‘St. Paul Shipwrecked in Dalmatia’, BA 39 (1976), pp. 145-47; ‘Dalmatian and 
Catalonian Traditions about St. Paul's Journeys’, Ekklesiastikos Pharos 61 (1979), 
pp. 221-30. I have responded to Acworth's arguments in the article cited above. 
Meinardus’ work focuses rather on the local traditions of Mljet. 

On Acworth's point here we may observe that in this complicated nomen- 
clature of winds and nautical language there is much mutual interpenetration of 
Greek and Latin formation, translation and transliteration. Thus the aptly parallel 
hybrid euroauster (Isidoris, Orig. 13.11.6) occurs in Latin beside the pure ‘Greek’ 
euronotus (Pliny NH 2.46.120; Columella 11.2.42) and eurus and aquilo are 
never so far divergent as southeast and north in documents of the Roman period 
(see JTS n.s. 26 [1975], p. 103). The actual example cited from Thugga is in any 
case decisive against this sort of theoretical objection. 
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eurus etc. (CIL 8.26652). And although vulturnus, often elsewhere 
the Latin equivalent of eurus, is here interpolated, the compound lies 
between its components, in the position 30° north of east. There is 
also a partial parallel in Vegetius, de Re.Milit. 4.38, who gives euro- 
borus in this position as the Latin (!) counterpart of caecias. As 
boreas equals aquilo, euroborus (euroboreas) should be exactly 
equivalent to euraquilo.116 We conclude that euraquilo is an unusual, 
but logically formed, nautical term which a traveller is likely to have 
heard from sailors speaking a Latin or mixed jargon, and precisely 
apposite to the circumstances of Paul's voyage. 

27:16 A square-rigged ancient ship, having no option but to be 
driven before a gale, finds transient shelter for completing necessary 
manoeuvres in the lee of the island of Cauda, which lay west-south- 
west of the likely point of impact of the storm beyond the protection 
of Cape Matala. The island is thus precisely placed, and correctly 
named, subject again to orthographic and declensional variants, both 
in the manuscripts and in other sources. 117 

27:16 The manoeuvres here described again relate to emergency 
measures necessary for the safety of the ship in its particular plight. 


116 Euroborus functions in Vegetius' scheme as the Latin equivalent of caecias. 
Pliny omits to give a Latin rendering of caecias (NH 2.46.120), and Seneca knew 
of no name for it in Latin (Apud nos sine nomine est, Quaest.Nat.5.16.4), and it is 
elsewhere confused with winds of different bearing. Thus caecias is (sur- 
prisingly) the cardinal east in Seneca, but north of east in Vegetius; yet in IG 
14.1308 it is equated with vulturnus, though vulturnus in turn is placed by 
Aulus Gellius 2.22 even south of eurus and next to notus at the cardinal south. 
Euraquilo (euroboreas), for all its rarity, fills an acknowledged gap in the system 
of nomenciature in the position 30° north of east. 

117 KavSa SCOIT vg syP; KAavSa B(A)81 vgcodd syh sah boh kAav8nv LPSs. The 
Stadiasmus has Kdav8la at 300 stades from Phoenix (pp. 139-40, n. 113), and adds 
that the island possessed a city and a harbour. Ptolemy (Geog. 3.17.8) lists it as 
KiatiS0s vijcos among the islands off Crete, and also says it had a city, giving it a 
position on his reckoning at 52 1/2° E 34° N, a dislocation northwest, too near the 
west end of Crete. Pliny (NH 4.12.61) mentions an island Gaudos off Crete, but 
locates it off Hierapytna in the southeast, some 90 miles east of the true position 
of our island. Other versions of the name include Caudos (Pomponius Mela 
2.7.114); KadSog (attributed to Strabo 17.3.22 = 838; a dubious reading); and 
Kav&a (Suidas). The best criterion here is that of local documentary usage, the 
only examples of which are early and dialectal. There is extant from the island a 
dedication to Al Kav8lor (I. Cret. 2.7.1, of c. 3rd BC) and a treaty document from 
Gortyna (I. Cret. 4.184) refers to tots tav Kal[vt]|8ov Fouxlovor (lines 4-5), Tove 
| év Kav&t Fotxlovtravs (lines 8-9), etc. (early 2nd BC). 

An original ‘Caud-’ may well have become corrupted or been deliberately 
changed to the imperial ‘Claud-’. It is significant to contrast the incidental 
accuracy of a personal record in its implications for the location of the island with 
the vagaries of the literary geographers. 
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First, the ship's boat was hauled in. It was normal practice in less 
extreme weather to tow it behind the ship, but that became dan- 
gerous in a storm. oxd¢n, itself a good Greek word, here probably re- 
flects the use of its Latin borrowing scapha as a technical term for 
such a boat (Caesar Bell. Gall. 4.26.4, etc.) where later Greek usage 
preferred €podkls or &$ddKxtov (Strabo, Plutarch, Philostratus, et 
al.).118 The difficulty of bringing in the boat was no doubt due to its 
being waterlogged.119 

27:17 There has been considerable debate over the precise manner 
of this procedure of ‘undergirding the ship’, but it is sufficiently clear 
that the point was to hold together and reinforce the hull against the 
battering of the waves across what must inevitably be a long traverse 
of open sea.120 

27:17 The phrase xad\dcavtes TO oxetos is another that has been 
subject to varied interpretation. The best understanding is still pro- 
bably that of Smith (pp. 110-11). All superfluous sail and rigging was 
taken down, and only a minimal storm-sail retained, as necessary to 
keep the ship steady. It is likely that Luke reports this action without 
a seaman's appreciation of its navigational importance.!21 Smith 


118 See Casson, Ships, pp. 248 n. 93, 399; cf. Acts 27:30. 

119 Smith, p. 106. 

120 See the discussion by Cadbury, ‘Yro{apata’, BC 5.345-54. The question 
hinges partly on the meaning given to Bonfetar. Assuming that the participle tto- 
Cwevivres is not used in a merely general sense, of ‘preparing (warships) for 
action’ (Polybius 27.3.3), we may note four suggested views: (1) exterior cables 
transversely round the bottom of the hull; (2) exterior cables longitudinally 
round the hull from bow to stern on either side; (3) transverse interior braces 
across the hold; (4) lengthwise interior, a ‘hogging truss’. While Cadbury inclines 
to (4), I prefer (1), the procedure known as ‘frapping’: the literal force of the verb 
inevitably suggests the passing of a brace underneath the hull, and this action 
seems feasible during a brief respite from the full force of the weather, whereas a 
lengthwise bracing in such conditions was scarcely practicable (Smith, pp. 106- 
108; Ramsay, SPTR, pp. 329). The Bonfeiat are then probably the tbnoEwpata, the 
cables carried on board for this purpose in emergency, their use here being ex- 
pressed in the verb; they are not ‘nautical expedients’ in general, nor props to 
tighten an internal brace, nor need the word be emended to Boelats, ‘ropes of ox- 
hide’ (S.A. Naber, ‘Nautica’, Mnemosyne, 23 [1895], pp. 267-69). Casson, Ships, p. 
91 (and n. 74) argues for (2), citing J.S. Morrison and R.T. Williams, Greek Oared 
Ships 900-322 BC (CUP, 1968), pp. 294-98. This however remains indecisive, for 
their account is directed to the preparatory work done at the launching of oared 
warships for action, not to a storm-emergency on a sailing merchantman at sea, 
when different necessities and possibilities were operative. 

121 The word oxetos is of debated meaning here, and has been altered in syP and 
some miniscules into ta lotta or other reinterpretations, perhaps representing a 
Western tradition where D is deficient. The question may be put whether it is an 
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brings out the significance of laying the ship to on a starboard tack, 
with its right side pointed into the wind, to make as much leeway as 
possible northward of the natural line of drift, and so away from the 
Syrtis (below). To do this was a necessity of prudent seamanship, and 
the sequel shows it was managed with success. 

27:17 A ship driven by a persistent east-northeast from this area 
was in danger of reaching a lee-shore on the coast of Cyrenaica, off 
which ‘the Syrtis’, an extensive zone of shallows and quicksands, 
formed a notorious navigational hazard and inspired an obsessional 
fear constantly mentioned in first-century literature.!22 Acworth's ob- 
jection that avptis denotes, not this danger, but a sandbank between 
two entrances to the harbour of Phoenix, must be rejected. 123 

27:18-19 The ship was lightened. They began to jettison the cargo 
(cf. 27:38) and ‘the spare gear’,124 presumably all that was not now 
essential to survival. Smith supposes the main-yard, an immense spar 
requiring the efforts of all to cast overboard. 125 


informal, a technical or a collective/comprehensive term. It is perhaps the last, 
like the Vulgate vas. There is record of a ship's officer entitled oxevotAa€ in a 
papyrus letter (SB 8.9780, of mid 3rd BC), which Casson (Ships, p. 400) renders 
‘guard of equipment and gear’, cf. LSJ. 

122 Cf. e.g. Verg. Aen. 1.111, 146, etc.; Tibullus 3.4.91; Propertius 2.9.33, etc.; 
Horace Odes 1.22.5, etc.; Ovid Metam. 8.120; Strabo 17.3.20 = 835-36; Sen. 
Hippol. 569-70; Lucan, Phars. 1.367, 499, 686, etc. passim; Valerius Flaccus 
Argon. 7.86; Pliny NH 5.4.26; Silius Italicus Pun. 17.634. 

123 (1) ‘Syrtis’ is properly a geographical name, not a common noun for ‘sand- 
bank’, which is 6s. (2) There is no evidence for the supposition that a sandbank 
at Phoenix caused a hazard. Though the shoreline is now evidently much 
changed in detail through seismic uplift, the approaches would have been deep, 
probably deeper than now (Ogilvie, pp. 312-13). (3) The application of otptis toa 
feature at Phoenix is open to the more fundamental objection that it is not even 
mentioned in the same context as Phoenix, but five verses later when the ship is 
already in the lee of Cauda. On a natural reading of the text, it is the fear of 
grounding on the Syrtis which prompted the manoeuvre off Cauda. But if the 
ship were already driven west of Cauda, it was already too far west to reach the 
Cretan coast as far east as Phoenix on any easterly wind. (4) The distance to the 
Syrtis is no problem, for the wind, if rightly interpreted here, would drive the 
ship straight towards it if they took no precaution. 

The fear of the Syrtis is conversely decisive in support of the wind direction 
also (cf. BC 5.344). It blew ‘down from’ Crete (katd + gen.), an offshore wind, 
not ‘against’ Crete, as Acworth argues, katd commonly means ‘against’ in a 
metaphorical, not a literal, sense. See my full discussion and the parallels in JTS 
n.s. 26 (1975), pp. 104-105 and p. 104n. This wind was funneled down a lowland 
basin to strike them when bereft of shelter. It is not to be understood as coming 
off the mountains further west. 

124 Bruce, Acts, p. 460. 
125 Smith, p. 114. Wikenhauser (p. 418) renders oxetog in v. 17 as Treibanker (sea 
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27.20 Hope was progressively abandoned as the ship endured 
longer the buffeting of the waves. The focus of the anxiety was not so 
much the storm as the state of the ship, and the prospect of 
foundering at sea. The crisis of despair may have come among the 
crew when they realized they had probably missed Sicily and could 
never survive in the vain hope of reaching the Tunisian coast 
intact.126 

27:21 Long abstinence from food is a feature plausibly seen to re- 
flect personal experience. Among the contributory causes were pro- 
bably the impossibility of cooking and damage to provisions and 
facilities. 127 

27:27 The fourteenth night: in a remarkable calculation, based 
inevitably on a compounding of estimates and probabilities, con- 
firmed in the judgment of experienced Mediterranean navigators, 
Smith (pp. 122-26) concluded that at midnight on the fourteenth night 
the ship, after performing the necessary procedures here described, 
would have drifted to a point some 21/2 miles from the entrance to St. 
Paul's Bay in Malta. This is of course coincidental, for he has to use 
arbitrary averages and approximations as the basis for rigid calcu- 
lation. No doubt it is fortuitous that the errors have so closely can- 
celled out, but the possibility of showing so remarkable a fit, even in 
principle, is a striking confirmation of the narrative.!28 

27:27 Adria here evidently means the sea between Crete and 
Malta, bounded on the northwest by Sicily and the foot of Italy. The 


anchor) to act as a brake on their drift, citing Plut. de Garrulitate 10 (Mor. 507a): 
veas ptv yap aptrayelons imd mvebpatos émAapBdvovTat otelpats Kal dyKbpats Td 
Taxos GyBdbvovTes, but notes that Balmer took it of the main yard, as not needed 
with a storm-sail. Here he renders oxen as die Gesamtheit der Schiffsgerate. The 
crucial objection to the supposition that they dropped a sea-anchor is that their 
only hope in the open sea was now in a rapid landfall, even on a lee-shore, before 
the weakened ship foundered with all hands far from land. D.J. Clark, ‘What 
Went Overboard First?’ BT 26 (1975), pp. 144-46, makes the attractive suggestion 
of taking éxBoAt étovotvTo as conative rather than inceptive, thus contrasting an 
implicitly unsuccessful (mechanical) manoeuvre with a manual unloading the 
next day (v. 19). This gives point to abtéxetpes without invoking the variant 
épplpayev. The first part of the supposed antithesis is not however explicit. 

126 Smith, pp. 114-15; JTS 26, pp. 107-108. 

127 Smith, pp. 115-17. 

128 The most serious error of principle in Smith's work consists in his treatment 
of the term euraquilo as denoting east-northeast in the modern, 16-point sense 
rather than E 30° N on the 12-point scheme. As however he estimates, on inde- 
pendent corroborating criteria, that the actual bearing of the wind was slightly 
north of east-northeast, actually east-northeast 1/4 N, or about E 28° N, the error 
is small enough in practice to be absorbed easily into the other imponderables. 
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sea now called the Adriatic was distinguished as the ‘Adriatic Gulf 
or ‘Gulf of Adria’. Paul, like Josephus at almost the same date (Vita 
3.15), voyaged across ‘Adria’, the sector of the open Mediterranean 
called 'A8plas in Ptolemy. Paul's days at sea in the storm were ‘in’ 
Adria; he was driven across it and upon a shore at its farthest limit. 
Such was Malta.129 

27:27 The sailors recognized that they were near shore. It is not ex- 
plained how. Smith (pp. 119-22) has a most interesting passage here. 
If their landfall was indeed at the traditional St. Paul's Bay, which 
appears otherwise uniquely apt to the topographical indications of 
the story, he argues that a ship driven from the east must have passed 
within a quarter of a mile of the low rocky point of Koura, where the 
breakers are particularly violent in an easterly gale. They would have 
seen the breaking foam, but nothing of the shore or its con- 
figuration.130 


129 Acworth's argument here presupposes that ‘Adria’ means the ‘Adriatic’ in the 
modern sense. While it is only fair to recognize the elusiveness and variability in 
usage of this, as of many other geographical terms, there is strong and explicit 
evidence for the use of the word in the Roman period in the manner understood 
here. In Herodotus it is clearly the Adriatic; many later references are incon- 
clusive or ambivalent. Strabo (5.1.3 = 211) likens the size and shape of ‘Adria’ to 
that of the main trunk of the adjacent peninsular section of Italy, and Polybius 
successively applies x6ATo¢s and @4daTTa without appearing to make the same 
distinction as later in Ptolemy (Polybius 2.14.4 with 2.16.4). Ptol. Geog. dis- 
tinguishes Td ’A8piatikdv méAayos (sometimes just 'A8plas, 3.4.1 with 3.4.4) from 
& 'ASpiatikds Kédttos (or 6 “ASptos KéATIOS). The ‘sea’ is the expanse limited 
explicitly by named places under the foot of Italy (3.1), by Sicily (3.4.1), by the 
Peloponnese (3.14.1), and by Crete (3.15.1). Crete, he says, ‘is bordered on the 
west by the Adriatic Sea’. It is the whole sea south and west of Greece. Other 
references could doubtless be added. I have noted Suidas, ’Apé@ovaa (ed. G. Bern- 
hardy 1.702); many other instances of the name are given in Wetstein 2.644-45. 

130 Other suggestions for recognizing land are open to objection. (a) The smells of 
land would certainly not be carried seaward in a gale blowing from the sea. (b) 
There is no question of a drift-anchor striking bottom, for this was twenty fa- 
thoms deep. In any case we have argued against the supposition that the ship 
used an anchor to retard their landfall with a breaking ship. (c) It seems less 
likely in the circumstances that they heard rather than saw the surf, amid the roar 
of the storm. The breaking of white foam was the only visual indication likely on 
such a night, and its exceptional violence about Koura was at once a plain sign 
and a source of renewed terror. 

This whole scene is interpreted here as related to the traditional location at St. 
Paul's Bay, for which Smith makes a strong case, and the reality of this setting is 
implicit in Haenchen (pp. 707-708). I have not seen W. Burridge, Seeking the Site 
of St. Paul's Shipwreck (Malta: Progress Press, 1952), reviewed by J. C(assar) 
P(ullicino) in Melita Historica 1 (1952-55), p. 185. Burridge favours the neigh- 
bouring bay of Mellieha, where evidence survives of Roman wrecks; cf. D.H. 
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27:28 BoMcavtes is precisely the term used for taking soundings. !31 
A number of ancient sounding leads have been recovered. They had a 
hollow on the underside, which was filled with tallow or grease to 
bring up adhering samples of the sea-bottom (Casson, Ships, p. 246). 

27:28 The actual soundings offered here correspond closely, 
according to Smith, with the circumstances of approach to St. Paul's 
Bay. They would probably have been in near twenty fathoms of 
water at the point where they became aware of the point of Koura, 
and fifteen when they became aware of seas breaking on a preci- 
pitous shore ahead. 132 He suggests the interval was perhaps half an 
hour, corresponding to a suitable 3/4 mile of driving before the wind. 
These ‘realistic’ considerations militate against Conzelmann's treat- 
ment of the the number as ‘literarisch’,!33 for Luke would not have 
stood beside the man sounding. 

27:29 Casting anchors from the stern was the right emergency 
action to take in the circumstances, though exceptional then as now. 
It prevented the immediate peril of letting the ship swing round 
broadside to the waves and of being smashed stern first on the rocks. 
It was all-important that the anchors should hold, and the ground in 
St. Paul's Bay is ‘of extraordinary tenacity’ .154 Luke was not a seaman 
and appears to transmit the unusual necessity without technical 
understanding. Smith shows both that this was a necessary resource 
for ships of this kind forced on a lee-shore, and also cites a parallel 
from the Antichita di Ercolano illustrating how anchor-cables were 
attached to the stern.!35 The first object was to hold the ship from 
being dashed on the rocks, the second to await daylight in the hope of 
finding a place to run ashore bow first with some prospect of safety. 

27:30 The episode of the sailors lowering the boat is not without 


Trump, Malta: An Archaeological Guide (London: Faber, 1972), p. 145. 

131 This word has been treated as a dtat deydpevov. See however Casson, Ships, 
p. 390, for the rendering ‘heave the lead’, and MM's reference to Wetstein, ad 
loc., who gives five references to Eustathius' commentaries on Homer, with the 
implication that this was a well-known term in older Greek, though, being a 
specialized term, it happens not to survive elsewhere in works preserved to us. 
Thus in discussing the word fédos Eustathius writes d0ev xal pia omovSaiov év 
xptioer TS BorlCerv, you BdBos Caddcons petpeivy porBSlvn KabéTw 7 Tordde 
tik (ad Il. 5.396, p. 427 ed. Bas. = Vol 2, p. 40 in the Leipzig edition [Weigel; 
1825-30]). Cf. ad Il. 8.486, p. 615 = Leipzig 2.224; ad Il. 9.3, p. 624 = Leipzig 2.233; 
ad Od. 1.155, p. 39 = Leipzig Od. 1.40; ad Od. 1.424, p. 69 = Leipzig Od. 1.72. In 
Hdt. 2.5 a ‘sounding lead’ is katatetpntnpln. 

132 Smith, pp. 129-30 and chart facing p. 126. 

133 Conzelmann, p. 144. 

134 Smith, p. 130. 

135 Smith, pp. 131-32. 
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difficulty. There is no occasion for Haenchen's scepticism here. It was 
a natural instinct of the sailors to take a desperate chance to save their 
own lives at any cost to the rest. Haenchen notes that it was a 
necessary and legitimate proceeding to use the boat to attach an 
anchor to the bows in these circumstances, for the ship no longer had 
headway, and the anchor would not have taken hold if merely 
dropped vertically from the ship. It does not follow from the fact that 
their action could be given an innocent explanation that the narrative 
is wrong. Indeed, the command to fix bow anchors may precisely 
have provided occasion for their desperate betrayal. We may doubt 
Haenchen's confidence (Acts, p. 706) that if they remained on the 
ship there was no danger to their lives; the ship had taken such a 
battering that it might break up at any time, and desperate men 
would find it easier to risk death actively than wait passively. To 
insist here on Lukan redaction, evidently as glorifying Paul (Haen- 
chen, Acts, p. 706n), begs the question whether the events, and Paul's 
part in them, are historically founded. If the events are better ex- 
plained at nearer face value, Luke's hand may be seen rather in his 
preservation of the pertinent facts, without the professional seaman's 
perspective on them.136 

27:31-32 The action of the soldiers in cutting away the boat is also 
open to debate. The safety of the whole party depended on having 
the skilled hands to work the ship, so it was essential to prevent the 
sailors’ desertion. Whether the soldiers’ action was a misunder- 
standing of Paul's advice which made escape more difficult, is less 
clear.137 I take it that their case was more desperate than being able to 
wait to send the boat ashore after the storm, and that the captain's 
intention was to drive the ship bodily as high as possible up a 
shelving beach if such could be found at dawn. Whether tensions had 
polarized and exploded between soldiers and sailors is no more than 
fuel for speculation. 138 


136 Thus I take it that he understood the need for stern-anchoring against the 
visually obvious peril of being dashed immediately on the rocks, but not neces- 
sarily the significance of other manoeuvres or the captain's calculations on the 
best prospect of bringing the ship ashore in safety. It is a more open question, not 
analysed by Luke, whether he intends us to see Paul here as possessing divinely 
inspired insight beyond a vigorous confidence in God's promise (17:24) and 
realism about human nature. 

137 Bruce, Acts, p. 464 ad loc. 

138 Paul's personality had evidently not made a transforming impact on the 
sailors and soldiers (cf. v. 42), as might have been supposed on Haenchen's 
picture of an unreal glorification of Paul. Part of the fascination of this narrative 
lies in his confrontation with the raw violence of passions and near break-down 
of discipline in men fighting for their lives, suddenly released from a controlled 
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27:33 Paul's advice to eat is meant to restore calm as well as to 
strengthen the crew for the tasks ahead. It is not without sense, since 
they can do nothing more than wait until daylight, but have mean- 
while a precarious stability and the first glimmerings of light.139 

27:37 The number of persons on board the ship: the larger figure of 
276 is probably to be preferred to ws €P8opr\Kovta (B sah).!40 This 
seems at first sight surprisingly large. Josephus (Vita 3.15) claims 
that there were 600 on board the ship on which he was shipwrecked 
in Adria— but we know that Josephus is prone to exaggerate num- 
bers.141 There is however considerable evidence of the size of larger 
ships in antiquity, and of the Alexandrian corn-freighters in parti- 
cular. There is a valuable discussion in Casson, Ships, pp. 171-73. He 
argues that the imperial service preferred to use ships of at least 340 
tons, and that giant freighters of perhaps 1300 tons plied between 
Alexandria and Rome (p. 172 n. 25). Lucian gives the actual dimen- 
sions of the ‘Isis’ (Navig. 5) as 120 x 30 x 29 cubits (180 x 45 x 431/2 ft), 
from which Casson infers a figure of 1228 tons on the basis of a keel 
length of 114 ft.142 He finds no difficulty in Josephus’ complement of 
600, and suggests that Paul's 276 were on an off-season sailing, on a 


and helpless resignation into a storm of conflicting emotions of hope and terror. 
Only the brevity and economy of the narrative deter the reader from undue 
speculation. We may limit comment to suggesting that the bald indications of a 
psychological realism are present, which derives from experience, not editing. 

139 Cf. the tradition of Drake playing bowls on Plymouth Hoe, which seems to be 
attested at an early date. It has been suggested that the English fleet had to await 
the tide to put to sea, and the admiral's action was calculated to maintain morale 
through an enforced delay. 

140 It has often been observed that the number 276, written COs after ITAOIQ, 
could give rise, by a simple dittography, to tholw ws os. as before a numeral is 
indeed a characteristic Lukan usage, but is not appropriate here before an exact 
figure. Ropes (BC 3.247), Bruce (p. 466), Haenchen (p. 707n), Metzger (Textual 
Comm. pp. 499-500, probability {B}), and Marshall (p. 414) concur in preferring 
‘276’, though Lake and Cadbury (BC 4.336 ad loc.) incline to the B reading. 
Several other minor variants can be explained as having arisen from an original 
‘276’. The observation of F.H. Colson, ‘Triangular Numbers in the New 
Testament’, JTS 16 (1915), pp. 67-76, that 276 is the ‘triangular number’ of 23 (p. 
72), is the wrong kind of explanation, inappropriate and unhelpful here, and not 
to be invoked over the textual question. 

141 Josephus' figure seems invariably to be quoted at face-value without raising 
the hypercritical redactional doubts which are reserved for Luke. Yet Josephus’ 
unreliability in such matters can be demonstrated, and we should not be dis- 
posed to accept his testimony as certain merely because it offers a conveniently 
supportive large figure. It may indeed be right, or not far wrong, but I hesitate to 
build too simply on him. 

142 Casson, Ships, pp. 186-89. 
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ship which could well have accommodated more.143 

27:38 To lighten the ship becomes imperative at this stage. There 
had been a previous lightening of the ship at sea (v.18) when they 
had begun to sacrifice some part of the cargo, then apparently to pre- 
vent the ship being swamped in the storm, but now evidently in the 
hope of being able to run it as high as possible up a beach. Previously 
there had been need of ballast. Now everything has to go.'#4 

27:39 At daylight they made out a creek with a sandy beach. Smith 
claimed to identify the place exactly from its proximity to a ‘place of 
two seas’ (tét0s §.8ddagaos, v. 41), which apparently came into view 
close by only as they neared the coast, an apt description of the 
hidden channel separating the island of Salmonetta, which would 
have appeared hitherto a headland attached to the actual shore. 
According to Smith there were in his day two creeks on the west side 
of the lay along an otherwise rocky expanse, and though the one 
close to the ‘meeting of two seas’ had then no sandy beach, it was 
likely that this had been worn away by the sea. Its position suits 
admirably the probable line of approach of a ship now released again 
to run before an easterly wind, subject to careful steering and 
manoeuvre. 

27:40 Smith (pp. 134, 138-39) explains the significance of the 
measures described here. When the ship was lightened, the objective 
selected, and all ready for the final dash to safety, these three actions, 


143 The ‘Isis’ is said to have carried enough corn to feed all Attica for a year 
(Navig. 6). Casson (Ships, pp. 171-72 n. 23) cites epigraphic evidence from as 
early as the 3rd cent. BC, when a fragment of the port regulations of Thasos (IG 
12 Supp. 348, emended SEG 17 [1960] 417) divided the harbour into two 
sections, one to take no ships of less than 300 talents (80 tons), the other nothing 
less than 500 talents (130 tons). He quotes from the jurist Scaevola (late 2nd AD) a 
regulation in Dig. 50.5.3 exempting from compulsory public burdens ship- 
owners who have furnished the public service with a vessel of at least 50,000 
modii (340 tons) or a number of vessels of 10,000 modii (68 tons). The calcu- 
lations about the ‘Tsis’ offered elsewhere are divergent, often vastly large. Casson 
shows that the length of keel is an essential factor, and he argues this from 
parallels which are likely to be closest in shape and function. 

144 BC 4.337; Bruce, Acts, p. 466. The verb kougl(w, here only in the New Testa- 
ment, is widely used of ‘lightening’ a burden, literal or figurative, but in par- 
ticular as a nautical term in contexts like the present. Cf. Polybius 20.5.11; Jonah 
1:5 LXX. For ottov Naber (Mnemosyne 9 [1881], pp. 293-94) conjectured lotév 
(mainmast) for he argues that the cargo had already been jettisoned at v. 18. But 
the imperfect tense there is inceptive, and a sufficient weight needed to be re- 
tained until their present straits dictated the total abandonment of the remainder. 
In any case the mast was capable of being lowered only on very small boats 
according to A. Breusing, Die Nautik der Alten (Bremen: Schiinemann, 1886), p. 
55, and it could scarcely be felled without critical damage to the breaking ship. 
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of cutting away the anchors, loosing the bands of the rudder and 
hoisting the foresail, performed simultaneously, put the ship im- 
mediately under control.145 

27:41 The forepart of the ship stuck fast, but the stern began to be 
broken by the violence of the waves. Smith relates this to the local 
conditions.!46 The rocks of Malta disintegrate into very fine particles 
of sand and clay, which form mud in still water, but a tenacious clay 
where acted upon by surface water movements. So mud is found 
from below about three fathoms, which is about what a large ship 
would draw. Paul's ship was likely to have struck mud which quickly 
graduated into a shelving clay, where the forepart was held fast.147 


145 Anchoring from the stern was crucial here, for the ship was facing landward, 
and ready for the drive ashore. Several rare nautical terms are used here 
together. The rare word teptatpetv is found both here and in 27:20 in different 
senses, and as a difficult variant in 28:13, where its sense is unclear, unless we 
may understand dykvpas again, and take it of ‘weighing anchor’ from Syracuse. 
Smith (pp. 134, 138) takes it that they simply cut the cables, leaving the now-use- 
less anchors embedded in the sea-bottom. The tm&dAtov was the ‘steering-oar’ 
(Latin gubernaculum), only the side-rudder being known in antiquity, but this 
being remarkably effective in controlling the movement of a great ship: cf. Lucian 
Navig. 6 (Casson, Ships, pp. 224, 397). A mmSd\.ov would have been attached to 
each side of the stern by a Ceuxmpta, which Casson (Ships, pp. 228, 402) renders 
‘pennant-rope’. The Ceuxtnplat served to lift the steering-oars when the ship was 
at anchor to prevent them banging about. This move instantly put the steering 
mechanism into operation. The third manoeuvre was the raising of the dptépwv 
(‘foresail’, Casson, Ships, p. 390). Casson traces the history of this type of sail, as 
depicted in surviving art. The reference in this case is evidently to a small ‘bow- 
spritsail’, slanting low over the bows, in order to be capable of being hoisted 
rapidly, and not give more canvas to the wind than could be controlled in the 
conditions for a shoreward run. This is the earliest occurrence of the word dp 
téywv in Greek, though it is found in a different sense as a borrowing in Latin in 
Vitruvius 10.2.9 (‘principal pulley’, ‘main block of a tackle’, 1st BC). Its use is de- 
scribed in verse by Juvenal (velo prora suo, Sat. 12.697, and the scholiast glosses 
the passage with the actual use of the word artemo. It is also restored conjec- 
turally (for antenna) in a passage of the elder Seneca (Contr. 7.1.2, early 1st AD), 
another case of a Greek word extant earlier as a Latin loan-word than in Greek. 
146 Smith, pp. 140-41. 

147 The reading étéxetdav (from émxédw) is to be preferred to émadkethav LPS 
(from étoké\w). Both forms are rare, but the former is characteristic of poetry 
and is found in the Odyssey. In either case the meaning is ‘run (the ship) ashore’. 
It has often been observed that this verb is conjoined with the only New Testa- 
ment occurrence of classical vats (for mAotov: 14 times in this narrative, 67 times 
in NT), and the phrase is paralleled for instance in Hom. Od. 9.148; cf. 9.546 with 
the simple verb ké\Aw. It is not clear that this justifies our supposing that Luke 
knew his Homer, though such a literary background is not unlikely; this in itself 
may be no more than a traditional tag, even if deriving ultimately from Homer. 
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27:42 The ruthless action intended by the soldiers appears to re- 
flect the severe liability on guards who permitted a prisoner to 
escape. Bruce cites Justinian's Code (9.4.4) for the ruling that the 
guard incurred the penalty which had awaited the prisoner. 148 It thus 
became a serious matter to guard those accused of capital offences. 
Cf. also 16:27, and the incident recounted in the closely contemporary 
Petronius, Sat. 112. 

28:1 The identity of the island as Melita (Malta) seems to have been 
established only after landing. This is natural enough when they 
were cast at night on a low rocky shore some miles from any well- 
known harbour. 

28:2 The significance of BdpBapot here is that basic to the Graeco- 
Roman perspective, people unable to communicate in the cosmopo- 
litan languages of the Empire. Punic inscriptions are preserved from 
Malta, and it is entirely probable that Maltese villagers may not have 
spoken languages known to the ship's company. It is tempting to see 
the word as reflecting a wholly unexpected difficulty that the party's 
first attempts to make contact and discover their whereabouts were 
frustrated by a language problem. !49 


148 Bruce, Acts, p. 249 ad 12:19. 

149 The Semitic texts have been published in G.A. Cooke, A Text-Book of North- 
Semitic Inscriptions (Oxford: Clarendon Press [1903], pp. 102-107; H. Donner and 
W. Rollig. Kanaandische und aramdische Inschriften (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 
1962), Band I, p. 14, Band II, pp. 76-79 (published in the same volume); CIS 
1.1.122-32; A.M. Honeyman, ‘Two Semitic Inscriptions from Malta’, PEQ 93 
(1961), pp. 151-53, of which the latter is Hebrew, a language unparalleled on 
Malta. Most of these texts, where datable at all, are earlier than our period. The 
most interesting of them is the Punic-Greek bilingual which gives examples of al- 
ternative names in a Tyrian family: Abdosir = Dionysius and Osirshamar = Sara- 
pion in a dedication to Melkart, the Baal of Tyre, otherwise Heracles Archegetes 
(CIG 5753; IG 14.600; CIS 1.122; Cooke, pp. 102-103, No. 36; of 2nd BC). The 
early coinage of Malta, immediately following the Roman occupation in 218 BC, 
bears a Punic legend yx (’nn), with a variety of types which show a strongly 
Egyptian character (Head, HN, new and enlarged edn, p. 883). A characteristic 
type is the mummy of Osiris with flail and sceptre, lying between Isis and 
Nephthys, each with wings crossed in front and wearing a solar disc and horns. 
Later types exhibit both Greek and Latin legends. On the coins of Gozo the 
characteristic type is of Astarte, but all are bronze of the Ist BC, inscribed 
TAYAITQON. The island of Cossura (Pantelleria), 120m west-northwest, like Malta, 
combines Semitic legends with Egyptian character in its early issues. (Head, HN, 
pp. 882-83). The meanings of the Semitic words in both cases are unclear. They 
might be the names of local dynasts or magistrates. 

The reading MeX(tn is to be preferred to MeNthyn (28:1) (B*al), which 
probably arose through dittography with } vijaos following (Metzger, Textual 
Comm., p. 500, probability (B}). The identification of this Melita with Mljet in the 
Adriatic by Acworth and Meinardus is not to be accepted (see p. 141, n. 115). 
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28:2 The note of the persistent storm wind ending in cold and rain 
is again suitable to the gregale, and not for instance to warm winds of 
the ‘Sirocco’ type from a point nearer the southeast. !5° 

28:3 There are now no poisonous snakes on Malta, though harm- 
less species are found today. The snake episode is probably open to 
alternative explanations. It is likely that a noxious creature has 
disappeared or been exterminated since antiquity, given the fact that 
Malta is a small, densely inhabited island territory whose original 
forest cover has gone. Or else the scene, despite the use of the word 
éy.8va may be taken to refer to a non-poisonous snake, possibly 
Coronella austriaca, which looks like a viper and fastens on its victim 
in the manner suggested by the description. In such a case the na- 
tives’ reaction may be explained from popular belief that all snakes 
are poisonous, a notion shared at this date by the learned Pliny (NH 
8.35.85), or from fear and superstition attached to them. Pliny again 
(NH 8.35.86) retails credulously the idea that snakes will brave every 
barrier to wreak vengeance on the killers of their mates. The snake as 
the agent of vengeance (v. 4) was a common idea. The nature of the 
people's expectation is not analysed. They expected something 
dtorov, whether poisoning or divine visitation. They were impressed 
by Paul's fearless immunity to whatever powers, natural or super- 
natural, they supposed the snake to possess. 151 

28:4-6 The reactions of the local people reflect superstitions of the 
day, and are treated by Luke with an ironic humour. 

28:7 The title mpdtos (tis viaov) is attested epigraphically. The 
clear instance is in IGRR 1.512 = IG 14.601.152 

28:8 The case of fever may well have been that associated with this 
island, ‘Malta fever’, discovered in 1887 to be caused by an endemic 


150 See EBr (1945) 14.738. 

151 See JTS 26 (1975), pp. 109-10. 

152 I have argued elsewhere (‘First Person Narrative in Acts 27-28’, TB 36 [1985], 
pp. 79-109, esp. p. 100) that the Latin inscription commonly cited in confirmation 
of the Greek (CIL 10.7495.1), and reading: ... munic]ipi Mel. primus omni[um. 
must be taken in its (mutilated) context, so far as that can be reconstructed. It 
seems likely to refer, not to primus as a title, but to the honoree as ‘first’ to per- 
form various benefactions of the kinds fragmentarily listed in the subsequent 
lines (cf. formulations like mpGtos kal pévos, 1G 14.737.5, Naples, 2nd AD; or 
ydvos Kal mpatos, IGRR 4.1252, Thyatira, 3rd AD). The evidence for magistracies 
on Malta and Gozo may however be extended. One Latin text from Gaulos 
(Gozo) records titles closely similar to those of the tpdtos of Malta, but lacking 
that title, which was presumably reserved for the chief magistrate of the principal 
island (patronus municipii, flamen divi Hadriani, CIL 10.7507.1-2). The two islands 
were under a Roman procurator (proc. insularum Melit. et Gaul., CIL 10.7494.1-2). 
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micro-organism Micrococcus melitensis, which infected the milk of the 
Maltese goats. The phrase tupétois kal Sucevtepiw is apt to this un- 
dulant or enteric fever.153 

28:11 To sail three months later was very early in the season. We 
have seen that the Day of Atonement in AD 59 was late (5th October; 
cf. 27:9). Even if the departure from Fair Havens were still somewhat 
delayed, the onset of Euraquilo and the drive past Cauda was a 
matter of hours, and if they reached Malta on the morning following 
the fourteenth night, the shipwreck can scarcely have been later than 
late October. Even if the days of hospitality and settling into winter- 
quarters are not included in the three months the departure can 
scarcely have been delayed beyond early February. This sequence is 
easier to accommodate to the winter 59-60, when the Fast was late, 
than to any of the neighbouring years, and this provides an addi- 
tional confirmation of that year. According to Vegetius (de Re Miilit. 
4.39) the seas were closed until 10th March (usque in diem sextum 
Iduum Martiarum maria clauduntur), but Pliny says merely that spring 
opens the seas, and that at the beginning of spring (on 8th February) 
the west winds (favonii) soften the winter sky (NH 2.47.122). Where 
formerly pirates forced men in fear of their lives to attempt winter 
voyages, ‘now avarice exercises the same compulsion’ (nunc idem hoc 
avaritia cogit, NH 2.47.126). The crew of the ‘Isopharia’ put to sea at 
the earliest moment when they could expect favourable spring winds. 
It was important to them to take their cargo to Ostia in time to catch 
the spring sailing back to Alexandria and so avoid the loss entailed in 
falling behind schedule.'!4 

28:12 The reason for three days' delay at Syracuse on a voyage of 
such urgency is unexplained, but is likely to have been connected 
with the weather, perhaps a north or northwest wind which would 
bar the passage of the Straits of Messina. It was easier at this stage to 
make short runs if necessary between good harbours than, for 
instance, on the southern coast of Crete. 

28:13 The mention of Rhegium functions correctly as a refuge to 
await a southerly wind to carry them through the strait. In this case 
the desired wind came quickly, and enabled them to make a rapid 
passage to Puteoli. 

28:13 Puteoli was the port where passengers were set ashore, 
though the cargo of grain was taken up to Portus, the new harbour 


153 See EBr (1945) 14.744. 

154 See p. 138, n. 109 for some discussion of the important contribution of W.P. 
Workman in ExpT 11 (1899-1900), pp. 316-19. The pressure of the fleet's schedule 
helps to explain a little further the reasons for the perilously early start in the 
spring, which is still required, even on Workman's late chronology of AD 59-60. 
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built by Claudius at Ostia, by the mouth of the Tiber (cf. Sen. Ep. 
Mor. 77.1).195 

28:14 We have no means of verifying that there were Christians in 
Puteoli at this date. There was however an early attested Jewish 
community (Jos. BJ, 2.7.1.104; Ant. 17.12.1.328, both relating an inci- 
dent under Augustus, and giving the city its Greek name Dicaearchia; 
see Jos. Vita, 3.16). It was also a cosmopolitan port, whose inscrip- 
tions show abundant evidence of resident aliens from the East, 
notably an important community of Tyrians (IG 14.830). It has been 
supposed that evidence exists for the presence of Christianity in 
neighbouring Pompeii and Herculaneum before their destruction a 
few years later. While the suggested indications are at best doubtful, 
it seems probable enough that there were Christians in them, though 
none of the supposed evidence has been substantiated. 156 


155 See the evidence cited in TB 36 (1985), pp. 92-93. Before Claudius, cargo as 
well as passengers had been landed at Puteoli. See J. Crook, ‘Working Notes on 
Some of the New Pompeii Tablets’, ZPE 29 (1978), pp. 229-39, citing letters dated 
28 June and 2 July AD 37, which refer to Alexandrian wheat as stored in horreis 
Bassianis publicis Puteolanorum (p. 235); cf. the text of AD 40, p. 236. Perhaps the 
most interesting testimony to the significance of Portus is on the remarkable series 
of sestertii of Nero, of AD 64-66 (H. Mattingly, Coins of the Roman Empire in the 
British Museum [London: British Museum, rev. edn, 1976-] Vol 1. pp. clxxvi- 
clxxvii, and Nos. 131-35, of Nero, inscribed AVGVSTI POR. OST. S.C.), depicting 
the curving moles and attached slipways, entrance island and lighthouse, and re- 
cumbent Neptune, with varying numbers of ships shown in the basin. Mattingly 
notes that several other variants of the type exist which are not held in the 
Museum. The harbour is described in Suet. Claud. 20.3; Dio 60.11.4-5; cf. CIL 
14.85, of AD 46. For Puteoli as the port for passengers (and mail) cf. Sen. Ep. Mor. 
77.1-3; Jos. Vita 3.16; BJ 2.7.1.104; Ant. 17.12.1.328; Suet. Titus 5.3. 

156 For Herculaneum, see A. Maiuri, ‘La Croce di Ercolano’, Rendiconti della 
Pontificia Accademia romana di Archeologia 15 (1939), pp. 193-218. Maiuri describes 
and illustrates extensively a cross-impression in a wall above a ‘cupboard-altar’ 
(armadio-ara) in a room of the Casa del Bicentenario. The evidence however ap- 
pears indecisive, and the wall-impression is likely to have been made not by a 
Christian cross but by a bracket supporting a shelf or the like. Among Pompeian 
graffiti which have been supposed to have a Christian (or perhaps Jewish) origin, 
the most significant and interesting is the occurrence of two examples of the 
ROTAS-SATOR word-square, far earlier than any other known instances. Their dis- 
covery posed serious doubt against the traditional view of the Christian origin of 
the square, and various alternative explanations have been offered. There is no 
reason to doubt that Christians used the square and developed a Christian sym- 
bolism related to it, but the question remains open whether Christian meaning 
attaches to its invention at so early a date rather than to its secondary use. I am 
inclined to think, in the face of much modern opinion, that the balance of proba- 
bility favours a Christian origin, and also that the spread and development of 
Christianity happened more rapidly than our fragmentary sources are likely to 
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28:14 This passage reads surprisingly as though the prisoner is free 
to be invited to spend time with his friends. Perhaps the element of 
pressure and desperation had been taken out of the journey with the 
safe arrival on Italian soil, and the soldiers were given some leave 
ashore in the intervals of their duties. Julius had treated Paul with 
courtesy throughout, for he was in any case a man of some social 
standing, whose Roman rights were not to be abused. No doubt suit- 
able arrangements were made to guard Paul, even while granting 
him considerable freedom of movement, and his guards would still 
have been answerable with their lives for his safety. We may compare 
the case of Ignatius, who was able to visit some churches on the route 
of his journey, and leaves first-person evidence in letters generally 
received as authentic. 

28:15 Appii Forum and Tres Tabernae are correctly placed as 
stopping-places on the Appian Way, respectively 43 and 33 Roman 
miles southeast of Rome.157 


show or than some scholars would accept. But I should lay no weight on this ten- 
tative supposition about the origins of the square. See further F.V. Filson, ‘Were 
there Christians at Pompeii?’ BA2 (1939), pp. 13-16; D. Atkinson, ‘The Sator- 
Formula and the Beginnings of Christianity’, BJRL 22 (1938), pp. 419-34 and ‘The 
Origin and Date of the “Sator” Word-Square’, JEH 2 (1951), pp. 1-18 (for 
Christian view); D. Fishwick, ‘On the Origin of the Rotas-Sator Square’, HTR 57 
(1964), pp. 39-53 (Jewish). There is now a vast literature and an extraordinary va- 
riety of interpretations. The fullest survey is in H. Hofmann, PW Supp. 15 (1978) 
col. 477-565. W.O. Moeller, The Mithraic Origin and Meanings of the Rotas-Sator 
Square (Leiden: Brill, 1973) is an example of the improbable over-elaboration of 
many theories; the author depends on the supposition of cryptic multi-lingual 
word-plays. This work however contains a most useful bibliography (pp. 44-52). 
For the most recent discovery see C.J. Hemer, ‘The Manchester Rotas-Sator 
Square’, FTh 105 (1978-79), pp. 36-40 (of late 2nd AD). Some of the most recent 
discussion returns to the fruitless task of trying to interpret it through forcing a 
meaning from AREPO (M. Marcovich, ZPE 50 [1983], pp. 155-71; G.M. Browne, 
ZPE 52 [1983], p. 60, both arguing that AREPO stands for Harpocrates, as god of 
good luck). ([Ed.] Cf. now W. Baines, ‘The Rotas-Sator Square: a New 
Investigation, NTS 33 (1987), pp. 469-76.) 

The Pompeian samples of the square were published as CIL 4 Supp. 8623 and 

8123 (fragmentary). There is another Pompeian graffito, fragmentary and barely 
legible, which contains a word doubtfully read as CHRISTIRAII(?), and often 
supposed to refer to Christians (CIL 4.679). 
157 This was the route traversed by Horace on his way from Rome to Brundisium 
(Sat. 1.5.1-3) before continuing by canal-barge at night through the Pomptine 
marshes (cf. Strabo 5.3.6 = 233; milestone CIL 10.6825). Three Taverns, situated 
at the crossing of the road from Norba to Autium, is several times mentioned in 
the letters of Cicero (ad Att. 1.13.1; 2.10; 2.12.2; 2.13.1), one of which (2.10) was 
written from Appii Forum. See further PW 2.4.2.1875 and K. Miller, Itineraria 
Romana, col. 336. 
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28:16 Paul had a soldier to guard him. Bruce cites Mommsen for 
the distinction in the Digest between two types of custody, militi 
tradere, as here, and carceri (or vinculis) tradere.158 In this case he 
would be lightly chained by the wrist (cf. GAvots in 28.20). 

28:21 It is surprising that the Jews in Jerusalem had apparently not 
communicated with the Jews in Rome about Paul. Bruce (Acts, p. 
477) suggests that they were likely to have been content to let the case 
go by default, realizing that they had less hope of a conviction before 
the imperial court than before a provincial magistrate. Roman law 
was severe on unsuccessful prosecutors. The ignorance of the Roman 
Jews about Paul still invites explanation. They knew of Christianity 
(v. 22) and of opposition to it. If the leaders had returned to Rome 
since the death of Claudius in 54 they may have come from diverse 
areas of the Diaspora, and the particular identity of one such Chris- 
tian preacher whose posthumous importance was not then apparent 
was noi necessarily of moment. As an educated Rabbi of impeccable 
Jewish credentials he rated a hearing which might not have been 
accorded to others. 159 


158 Bruce, Acts, p. 476 citing Mommsen, Rémisches Strafrecht, p. 317. 

159 This difficulty is discussed by most of the commentators, and the more 
traditional seem not to be too troubled by it. Rackham (p. 501) makes the point 
that there may have been little contact between the newly returned Jewish com- 
munity and a predominantly Gentile church whose Gentile members alone 
presumably kept a Christian presence alive in Rome during the time of the ex- 
pulsion. Munck (p. 258), points out that Paul's ship must have been among the 
first to arrive in Italy that spring; unless word from Palestine had arrived before 
the winter closure, it might still be on the way. The difficulty is not stressed in 
BC 4 or in Edmundson (p. 100). The matter is considered readily explicable by 
Marshall (p. 423) following Bruce. 

Haenchen, however, is strongly critical of the whole passage, stressing not 
only the Jews’ alleged ignorance of Paul and of Christianity generally, but the 
disappearance of the Roman church from notice upon Paul's arrival in the city 
(Acts, pp. 726-32). He explains it all as an unhistorical creation by Luke, where 
his determination to present Paul as a pioneer missionary to the Jews of Rome 
leads him into impossible and contradictory statements. This is too facile. Such 
difficulties challenge more direct explanation, within a recognition of the unex- 
pected complexities of events and motivations in real life. 

The possibility that Paul's accusers never intended to pursue their prose- 
cution requires much thought. Roman justice at this period was also severe on 
default, and A.N. Sherwin-White (RSRL, pp. 112-19) shows that the thrust of 
contemporary legislation was rather to enforce prosecution than to favour release 
of the unindicted. See further pp. 390-91. If Paul was released upon default this 
would have been attributable, in Sherwin-White's view, to an act of clemency 
under the Emperor's imperium rather than to a statutory limit for the date of trial. 
Long delay was likely in any case, perhaps through congestion of court business 
if not delay in accusation. I am inclined to believe that Paul was brought to trial, 
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28:30-31 The conditions of Paul's captivity, living ‘at his own 


expense’ (so rightly [8{w puro@dparti) in libera custodia offered 
opportunity for the freedom of access implied here. 


and that he wrote Philippians when the crisis was near. 


Chapter 5 
Evidence from Historical Details in Acts 


D. Correlations of Date with Ostensible Chronology 


The ramifications of this problem make necessary a brief preliminary 
retrospective excursion into the Third Gospel. 

Lk. 3:1-2 The ministry of John the Baptist began in the fifteenth 
year of Tiberius (AD 28-29), when Jesus was about thirty years of age 
(Lk. 3:23). This is the only formally stated date in the New Testament. 
The other correlations here are correct so far as they are verifiable 
(which is perhaps itself noteworthy in a work written at some 
distance in time), but uninformative as they cover relatively broad 
spans: Pilate was procurator 26-36; Herod (Antipas) tetrarch of 
Galilee 4 BC-AD 39; Philip, his brother, tetrarch of Ituraea and 
Trachonitis 4 BC-AD 34; Annas, technically high priest 6-15, continued 
to exercise powerful influence after his deposition during the tenure 
of five of his sons and especially his son-in-law Caiaphas, c. 18-36. For 
Lysanias, surviving evidence does not suffice for firm conclusions. ! 


1 §. Sandmel (IDB 1.481-82 ad Caiaphas) is too sceptical about Annas, whose 
continuing influence is apparent in his unique dynastic succession (cf. Jos. Ant. 
20.9.1.198), reasserted after his deposition by Valerius Gratus (Jos. Ant. 18.2.2.34- 
35; cf. 18.4.3.95). Annas' power behind the scenes is reflected in Jn 18:13, 24, inde- 
pendently of the Synoptics, though Caiaphas is there called ‘high priest’. In Lk. 
3:2,éml dpxtepéws (rightly singular) should not be taken exclusively with Annas 
(though some probably continued to recognize him as high priest throughout the 
period) but with both names, to denote the current de iure/de facto arrangement. 
ka( may serve as the counterpart of a hyphen, oblique stroke or bracket in 
modern type, or render ‘or’, ‘also’, ‘otherwise’ or the like. For the use of the title 
dpxtepels of a former holder of the office cf. Jos. BJ 2.12.6.243, of Jonathan, high 
priest c. 36-37, so called in association with Ananias in c. 52. 

Sandmel's treatment of Lysanias is also lacking (IDB 3.193). He works from a 
transcription of one inscription in CIG and does not observe the factor of date in 
the only other he uses (CIG 4523 = IGRR 3.1085 and CIG 4521 = IGRR 3.1086 = 
OGIS 606). The restoration of the latter is further to be modified in the light of 
the later discovery of a complete copy of what appear to be the identical words, 
subject only to stonecutters' errors (R. Savignac, ‘Texte complet de l'inscription 
d'Abila relative 4 Lysanias’, RB n.s. 9 [1912], pp. 533-40). Boeckh in CIG offered 
a misleading reconstruction of the first. Thus he did not recognize the dynastic 
reference in the phrase ZnvoSaipw Avolavlou t]etpdpxov in his truncated Znvo- 
Sapy Avo ly ldxov. Sandmel treats this text as alluding only to one Lysanias, 
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Lk. 23:54 Jesus died, and the first arrangements were made for his 
burial, on the day of tapaoxevi, just before the Sabbath began in the 
evening.2 While the Synoptics and John are beset here with well- 
known chronological problems about the day of the Passover, our 
point here is simple, that the Feast approximated to the full moon, 
whether Thursday or Friday, and on the evidence of Luke (or of John) 
30 or 33 are more or less probable options for the year of the Cruci- 
fixion, where neighbouring years are excluded.3 


corresponding to a dynast of the Ituraeans executed by Antony in 36 BC (Jos. 
Ant. 15.4.1.92; cf. Dio 49.32.5). But later restorations in [GRR give probable 
ground for finding the name in three generations of the family, the two latter 
subsequent to Lysanias I on what may have been his family tomb: ... Jou yuv [f, 
?Avcavlou] Guydtnp, ZyvoSwpyw Avo[aviou tletpdpxov kat Avolavig Avoavtou ? kal 
t]dis ulots | [kat] Avoav[lq ... Kal Toi ]s ulots kTA. In the second text a freedman 
Avoavlou tetpdpxou makes a dedication tmtp Tis Tév kuplwv ZeBaoTadv owmplas. 
In the period of the tetrarchy, which was absorbed into the rule of Herod 
Agrippa I in AD 37, the ‘Augusti’ (ZeBaotol, plural) can refer only to Tiberius and 
his mother Livia, who received the title ‘Augusta’ in AD 14 and died in AD 29. 
Thus we have evidence for a tetrarch Lysanias contemporary with an inscription 
dated somewhere between those limits. It is however possible that the inscription 
might refer to a much later period of the freedman’s life, when the ‘Augusti’ 
could be Nero and his mother Agrippina. In either case, Lysanias was tetrarch at 
some date before 37, but contemporary with a dependent who was still active 
after 54. Although we have the grounds for no more than a rough approximation 
about Lysanias, those approximations are fully consonant with the probability 
that he was tetrarch in AD 28-29. A different, and perhaps more difficult, question 
is why Luke chooses to mention this obscure dynast rather than the legate of 
Syria, unless perhaps Jesus' ministry had at some point known to Luke touched 
places within the borders of Lysanias. Cf. Schtirer, Vermes and Millar, 1.567-69. 

2 Luke 23:54, and in particular the words odBBatov émépwoxeyv, are not precisely 
paralleled in the other Gospels, though cf. Mark's slightly different placing of a 
similar note of time (48n dplas yevopérvns, ‘for it was the tapaoxeun’, 15:42). A 
difficulty attaches to the use of the word émgwokewv, further complicated by the 
crux in Mt. 28:1. It will suffice here to say that this verb must be taken to denote 
the evening onset of the Sabbath in Luke, and not necessarily bear its etymo- 
logical sense of daylight ‘dawning’. See C.H. Turner, ‘Note on émduwoxewv’, JTS 
14 (1913), pp. 188-90; F.C. Burkitt, ‘ EITIQZKEIN’, ibid., 538-46; cf. P. Gardner- 
Smith, ‘EMI ®QZKEIN’, JTS 27 (1926), pp. 179-81. 

3 The options are clearly set out by J.K. Fotheringham, The Evidence of Astro- 
nomy and Technical Chronology for the Date of the Crucifixion’, JTS 35 (1934), 
pp. 146-62. In AD 30, Nisan 14 should have fallen on Friday 7 April, suiting the 
Johannine chronology, in AD 33, on Friday 3 April. These dates are not certain, in 
view of the observational base which in theory still governed the reckoning of the 
lunar months, and so the dates might occasionally diverge by a day from 
retrospective modern calculations, possibly accommodating the Synoptic impli- 
cation that Nisan 14 fell that year on a Thursday. The same end might first pos- 
sibly be reached with AD 31, but only by supposing that Nisan fell a month late, 
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Acts 4:6 The joint naming of Annas and Caiaphas again sets a 
terminus prior to the deposition of Caiaphas in AD 36 for this scene. 
The John and Alexander mentioned here cannot be identified, but 
were presumably known without further specification to the original 
readers (see H, pp. 193f. below for the impinging of the identification 


on Wednesday 25 April, and was delayed a day further by late observation of the 
crescent at Nisan 1. But when the dates of festivals must have been fixed far in 
advance to accommodate a far-flung Diaspora, the incidence of days and months 
could scarcely be left at the mercy of a cloudy evening (even if the observational 
tradition were maintained). Even so, ancient reckonings did not necessarily ex- 
actly duplicate the modern. In any case other neighbouring years are clearly ex- 
cluded. Fotheringham's own preference for AD 33, on the basis of supposing a 
confused reference in Luke's use of éxAeltetv (Lk. 23:45) to the briefly visible 
partial lunar eclipse of 3 April 33 as confounded with the Crucifixion darkness, 
is tenuous and unwarranted on that ground. G. Ogg, The Chronology of the Public 
Ministry of Jesus (CUP, 1940), esp. pp. 276-77, gives other and stronger reasons 
for preferring 33. More recently H.W. Hoehner, Chronological Aspects of the Life of 
Christ (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1977) argues strongly for 33. While parts of 
his argument are impressive, I am not convinced by his rejection of 30, where his 
interpretation of John 2:20, for instance, fails to explain the pointed antithesis 
between three days and forty-six years (pp. 38-43, 103-104). Conversely, he rejects 
objections to 33 which seem to touch the heart of the problem. He writes (p. 104), 
‘In the end one does not determine the chronology of the Gospels on the basis of 
the chronology of the apostolic age or vice versa’. But in the last analysis the 
issue at stake is precisely that: can the chronological data, specifically in Luke- 
Acts, be integrated into an overall framework which does justice to the evidence 
about both Jesus and Paul? The more diversified Pauline evidence and tighter se- 
quence may actually be the easier approach to the composite problem. I know of 
no such attempt to integrate the whole of Lukan chronology. The problems 
posed are in fact probably insoluble in the current state of our knowledge, be- 
cause variables, uncertainties, approximations and clashes with Josephus are so 
compounded with variant calendar reckonings as to forbid any approach to pre- 
cision on many of the key points. The issue between 30 and 33 remains open, in 
default of a compelling reconstruction of all the relevant terms of the complex. If 
I continue to incline towards 30, it is because it may give more latitude for the 
tight Pauline sequence, though this could be reconciled with 33 if Pauline time- 
spaces are shortened elsewhere (cf. Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 13-14). While we 
are not concerned here to pursue the question, the date of the Crucifixion is a fac- 
tor which cannot be disregarded in assessing either the chronological correlations 
of Paul or Luke's claim to accuracy overall. Among the many who adhere, at least 
tentatively, to the traditional date of AD 30, we may mention Bruce, Acts, p. 55; 
Caird, IDB 1.603; J. Blinzler, The Trial of Jesus, tr. I. and F. McHugh (Cork: Mer- 
cier Press, 1959), pp. 72-73, in addition to the long list cited by Blinzler. The older 
tradition in favour of 29, held by C.H. Turner, HDB 1.410-15; Ramsay, Was 
Christ Born at Bethlehem? (London: Hodder, 2nd edn, 1898), p. 203; Lake, BC 
5.467, seems now excluded by the astronomical argument. See also C.J. Hum- 
phreys and W.G. Waddington, ‘The Date of the Crucifixion’, JASA 37 (1985), pp. 
2-10, and chapter 6, pp. 261-67. 
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problem on a different topic). 

5:34 The activity of Gamaliel cannot be precisely dated, but it is 
sufficiently clear that he flourished through the middle years of the 
first century. He was the grandson of Hillel, who was active under 
Herod the Great, and the king and queen with whom he is associated 
in Pesahim 88b are alternatively identified as Agrippa I and Cypris 
(Derenbourg, Bacher) or Agrippa II and Berenice (Bichler).4 The 
moral strength and revival of Pharisaism in the period following 70 
are attributed largely to his influence in the time before. Paul's claim 
to have studied under him (22:3) must be placed before c. AD 32. 

5:36 The reference to Theudas is a famous crux, and is generally 
considered to be one of the major difficulties for the historicity of 
Acts. Theudas is said to precede Judas (5:37), whose revolt was 
directed against the census of Quirinius in AD 6, and therefore a for- 
tiori he must precede the dramatic date of the Gamaliel scene. But 
this sequence clashes with Josephus’ dating of a revolt by a Theudas 
under the procurator Fadus (AD 44-46; Ant. 20.5.1.97-98), a time 
after Judas and more than ten years too late for the ostensible chron- 
ology of this scene in Acts. Krenkel and others have explained the 
discrepancy by supposing Luke miscopied Josephus in his consecu- 
tive mention of Theudas and the sons of Judas (Ant. 20.5.2.102), but 
it is generally agreed that Luke did not use Josephus as a source. It is 
possible that Josephus rather than Luke is wrong. It is not altogether 
impossible that there was an earlier Theudas.5 Yet even if Luke has 


4 See H. Freedman in the Soncino edition of the Babylonian Talmud ad loc. (I 
have not seen the works of J. Derenbourg and A. Biichler to which he refers); W. 
Bacher, The Jewish Encyclopedia 5.559. 

5 The relatively infrequent attestation of the name Theudas’ is misleading here, 
for it leaves out of account the evident abundance in informal usage both of alter- 
native names and of hypocoristics. Theudas’ seems to serve as the hypocoristic 
of many such forms as ‘Theodotus’, ‘Theodorus’, ‘Theodotion’ etc., all Greek 
theophoric names popular among Jews. On ‘Theudas’ and orthographically 
similar forms see New Docs 4.183-85, No. 101. Further, in view of the great 
prevalence of Greek-Hebrew alternative names of corresponding meaning, 
names of this type may often have served to render ‘Jonathan’, ‘Nathanael’, 
‘Mattathias’, or even ‘Hananias’, Jehohanan’ (John) and the like. A glance at the 
onomastics of the Jerusalem ossuaries, which offer an unusually close 
comparison for time and place, reveals a remarkable frequency of names of these 
groups, whether written in Hebrew or Greek, e.g. Theodorus (CIJ 1237, Gk.), 
Matthiah (1240, Heb.), Jehohanan (1244, 1245, 1248, 1257, all Heb.), Matt(at)iah 
(1246, Heb.), Theudas (1255, Heb.), Hananiah (1262, Heb.), Theudion (1265, 
Heb.), Theodotion (1266, Heb., 1270 Gk.), Mattathias (1276, Gk). The ruler of the 
synagogue in the famous Ophel synagogue inscription (CIJ 1404) is also 
‘Theodotus’. And in the ossuaries of the first-century ‘Goliath’ family at Jericho, 
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committed an anachronism by placing these words on Gamaliel's lips 
and has reversed the order of the two uprisings, one such slip on his 
part would not entitle us to argue for his general unreliability. The 
fact that Luke's background information can so often be corroborated 
may suggest that it is wiser to leave this particular matter open rather 
than to condemn Luke of a blunder. 

5:37 The mention of Judas, taken apart from its involvement in the 
Theudas problem, presents no difficulty, and accords with Josephus 
in its allusion to the census (AD 6; cf. Ant. 18.1.1.4-10; 20.5.2.102; BJ 
2.8.1.118; 2.17.8.433; 7.8.1.253). It is clear from Josephus that Judas 
was a notorious figure, to whom was ascribed the origin of ‘the 
fourth philosophy’ (presumably that of the Zealots, Ant. 18.1.6.23), 
apt to Gamaliel's point, but too early to be of more than formal 
chronological significance in our quest. 

8.27 The reference to Candace is not chronologically informative as 
this appears to have been a hereditary title of the Ethiopian queens, 
not a personal name. An inscription of Pselcis on the Ethiopian bor- 
der, which mentions Thy kupiav Baotricoav, is dated 13 BC, but there 
is no ground for U. Wilcken's identification of this queen with that of 
Acts, ostensibly nearly fifty years later.§ 

9:24-25 If this escape from Damascus is identified with the occa- 
sion mentioned by Paul himself in 2 Cor. 11:32-33 (cf. F, p. 182), it is 


the only pure Greek name is again “‘Theodotus’, and seems to be an alternative 
for ‘Nath(an)el’ of the same man (R. Hachlili, The Goliath Family in Jericho: 
Funerary Inscriptions from a First Century AD Jewish Monumental Tomb’, 
BASOR 235 [1979], pp. 31-65 inscrs. nos. 3a, b, 7a, b). (For the colloquial 
pronunciation -ev- for -eo- cf. Aav&tkia and variants passim for Aao&ixeta in the 
inscriptions.) There were many tumults in Judaea after the death of Herod the 
Great (Jos. Ant. 17.10.4.269-8.285), and Origen refers to Theudas as active before 
the birth of Jesus, though there is no reason for seeing more in his words than an 
inference from the present passage (contr. Cels. 1.57). 

None of this justifies the glib assumption of a second Theudas. Yet the possi- 
bility is not so unlikely as it can be made to seem. Nor is it unknown for a revolu- 
tionary to trade on his identity of name with a previous popular hero, or indeed 
to adapt a cognate name to the same evocative familiar form. We must not press 
what may yet read like special pleading to save Luke's credit— though possibly 
it is rather Josephus’ credit at stake here. 

({Ed.] R.J. Knowling [Expositor’s Greek Testament 11.158] mentions the sugges- 
tion of Wiesler that ‘Theudas’ is the equivalent of ‘Matthias’, the name of an in- 
surgent at the time of Herod the Great [Jos. Ant. 17.6.2.149-4.167]; this hypo- 
thesis has been revived by DJ. Williams, Acts, San Francisco: Harper & Row, 
1985, pp. 99f., but it must be said that the account in Acts shows closer resem- 
blances to Josephus’ account of Theudas than to his account of Matthias.) 

6 IGRR 1.1359; Wilcken, Hermes 28 (1893), p. 154. Cf. a tombstone of Egyptian 
Thebes (IGRR 1.1232, of 15 July AD 109) for the use of ‘Candace’ as an (alterna- 
tive) personal name: ‘Cleopatra, also called Candace’. 
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brought into conjunction with the activity of Aretas IV. The apparent 
difficulty here is in Paul's own evidence, not in Acts, for it is 
surprising if Aretas actually controlled Damascus; perhaps his 
ethnarch's presence may be explained otherwise. The only firm 
terminus here is that the scene must be placed before Aretas' death in 
40.7 No Roman coinage is known to have been minted in Damascus 
between 34 and 62. This gap may or may not be significant. If it is, it 
may point to an occupation by Aretas at some time after 34. R. Jewett, 
Dating Paul's Life, pp. 30-33, is insistent that Aretas could not have 
held Damascus under Tiberius, but was likely to have been given it 
under the policy of Caligula which was designed to favour client- 
kings. He presses this to the point of making a basic terminus a quo in 
the accession of Caligula in 37. The argument is not persuasive 
enough to make this a solid datum, where many terms of the 
equation remain uncertain.8 

10:1 Reference to the ‘Italic cohort’ might be helpful if we had evi- 
dence for the identity of the military units in Palestine at the appro- 
priate dates. Bruce notes the attestation of a cohors II Italic(a) c(iuium) 
R(omanorum) in Syria in AD 69 (ILS 9168), and it may have been in 
the area earlier.? According to Josephus (Ant. 19.9.2.365), Agrippa 
I's forces consisted of an ala of men from Caesarea and Sebaste (Sa- 
maria), with five cohorts. Claudius intended to transfer these troops, 
in view of their conduct on Agrippa's death, but yielded to their plea 
to stay, and they remained until deported from the province by Ves- 
pasian (Ant. 19.9.2.366). 

11:28 The Famine under Claudius: there is abundant evidence for 
recurring famines in the period 41-54, attributed by Suetonius (Claud. 
18.2) to persistent droughts. Two crises in Rome itself are dated ex- 
plicitly, one in 42 (Dio 60.11), the other in 51 (Tac. Ann. 12.43). 


? Tadopt here the classic chronology of R. Dussaud, ‘Numismatique des rois de 
Nabaténe’, Journal asiatique 10th ser. 3 (1904), pp. 189-238, based on the com- 
bined evidence of coins and inscriptions. Thus too Y. Meshorer, Nabataean Coins, 
Qedem Monographs (Jerusalem: Hebrew University, 1975), p. 8; cf. Meshorer's 
full discussion of the coinage of Aretas IV (pp. 41-63), citing CJS 2.1.214, which 
refers to the month Nisan in the 48th year of Aretas, beside coinage dated to that 
year (p. 47). For the beginning of Aretas' reign see Jos. Ant. 16.9.4.294; this is us- 
ually placed in 9 BC. Jewett (p. 30) draws attention to the possible flexibility in the 
ancient reckoning of regnal years, and prefers 39 (possibly even 38) for Aretas’ 
death. While this would perhaps help to narrow our chronology further, we are 
not justified in claiming more than the later option as a terminus ad quem. 

8 See further Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 4-5, 15. 

9 Bruce, Acts, p. 215. Cf. the inscription from Forum Sempronii in Umbria 
which honours a trib. coh. mil. Italic. volunt(ariorum) quae est in Syria (CIL 
11.6117), unfortunately not dated. 
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Famine, however, was not a matter of widespread harvest failure and 
sudden crisis so much as an accumulation of local failures and diffi- 
culties which progressively priced the available supplies out of the 
reach of the poor before the rich were affected. The dating of a famine 
is a matter of tracing its origins and its complex economic and geo- 
graphical outworkings. K.S. Gapp has used the records of Egyptian 
prices to confirm the occurrence of famine there c. 45-46, consequent 
upon either a deficient or an excessive seasonal inundation of the 
Nile.10 As Egypt was an important source of grain, this concurs with 
the famine in Syria-Palestine attested independently by Josephus as 
the occasion of Queen Helena of Adiabene's relief mission (Ant. 
20.2.5. 51-53) and dated by him to the procuratorship of Tiberius 
(Julius) Alexander (46-48), though it may have begun under his pre- 
decessor Fadus (Ant. 20.5.2.101).1! It is likely that it was the cumu- 
lative effect of these Eastern famines which led to the Roman crisis of 
AD 51. If Agabus' prophecy here may be placed early in the complex 
of events, perhaps when the signs of trouble were first apparent in 
Egypt, then the love of God and of his church in Antioch for the poor 
in Jerusalem was seen in the promptness of the succour. This incident 
cannot be precisely placed, nor is it necessarily in rigid sequence of 
time in the unfolding of the narrative, but it is reasonable to suggest a 
date c. 45-46 for the mission of Barnabas and Saul consequent upon 
this intimation, probably earlier than Helena’s response to the actual 
famine. We have here at least an approximation to a fixed date. 

12:1 The Herod mentioned here is Herod Agrippa I (41-44). This 
unit of narrative culminates in the account of his death in 44.12 


10 K.S. Gapp, The Universal Famine under Claudius’, HTR 28 (1935), pp. 258- 
65. His case is based on the record-office documents in Papyri from Tebtunis, Part 
1 (Michigan Papyri, Vol. 2) ed. A.E.R. Boak (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 
Press, 1933) Nos. 123, 127; cf. later Papyri from Tebtunis, Part 2 (Michigan Papyri, 
Vol. 5) ed. E.M. Husselman et al. (1944) Nos. 238-40. Pliny assigns to the reign of 
Claudius the highest Nile inundation ever recorded, but does not date it more 
precisely (NH 5.10.58). 

11 If we read éml tobrou here (‘in his time’), the reference is explicitly to Ti. 
Alexander; if the plural €ml tottwv, we may include Fadus, unless we then ren- 
der the phrase ‘in these circumstances’. J. Dupont has used Josephus in an able 
advocacy of a later dating of this famine in Jerusalem, following Jeremias in 
linking its climax with the sabbatical year of 47-48 (J. Jeremias, ‘Sabbathjahr und 
neutestamentliche Chronologie’, ZNW 27 [1928], pp. 98-103; Dupont, ‘La Famine 
sous Claude (Actes, XI, 28)’, RB 62 [1955], pp. 52-55). Dupont however does not 
take account of Gapp's specific arguments, which should be preferred to a hypo- 
thesis that depends on a circumstance of doubtful relevance. See my discussion 
in Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 5-6. 

12 The two sections 11:27-30 and 12:1-24 are both episodic, both introduced by 
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12:20-23 There is substantial agreement between Luke and Jose- 
phus as to the manner of Herod's death, though their independence 
of detail seems to rule out any possibility of literary relationship (see 
Jos. Ant. 19.8.2.343-52). Josephus characteristically embroiders and 
dramatizes a scene which must have been sufficiently dramatic. Both 
writers stress that Agrippa allowed himself to be flattered as a god. In 
{ 351 Josephus dates his death explicitly three years after the acces- 
sion of Claudius (cf. 343; BJ 2.11.6.219). Josephus’ authority is more 
secure for a well-known event within his own experience, and his 
dating here is confirmed by the dated sequence of Agrippa's coins, 
the latest belonging to year 8 of his reign, or 44.!3 If the occasion in 
honour of Caesar was Claudius’ birthday, it is possible that the actual 
day was Ist August 44 (cf. Suet. Claud. 2.1). 

13:1 Manaen (Menahem) who was presumably an elderly teacher 
in the church in Antioch, had been brought up as a contemporary 
with Herod Antipas. The date of the tetrarch's birth is unknown, but 
he was evidently of adult age in 4 BC at his accession and had reigned 
42 years at his exile in AD 39. Hoehner suggests he was not born 
earlier than 20 BC.14 Manaen may then have been in his mid-sixties 
at the ostensible date of the sending of Barnabas and Saul. 

13:7 If the year of office of the proconsul Sergius Paulus could be 
identified, we should have another fixed point. But none of the at- 
tempts to identify this man are more than speculative possibilities (cf. 
C, p. 109).!5 Cyprus was a senatorial province from 22 BC. The title 
proconsul is thus correct for the period, but the fact is not chrono- 
logically informative (cf. B, p. 108).16 


approximate statements of time: év tabrais 8 tats hyépats (11:27), kat’ Exeivov & 
Tov katp6v (12:1) and there is no need to find chronological difficulty. Both 
recount events extended in time, and perhaps actually overlapping. If Agabus' 
prophecy is placed so early as 44, both may even focus on that year. 

13 See J. Meyshan, ‘The Coinage of Agrippa the First’, IE] 4 (1954), pp. 186-200. 

14 H.W. Hoehner, Herod Antipas (CUP, 1972), p. 12. 

15 See Van Elderen in Apostolic History, ed. Gasque and Martin, pp. 151-56. If 
Mitford is right in restoring ‘Gaius’, not ‘Claudius’ in SEG 20 (1964) 302.9-11, 
this disposes of the most promising possibility: see ANRW 2.7.2 (1980), p. 1300 n. 
54 and p. 1330, n. 195. It is possible that the Lucius Sergius Paullus mentioned as 
one of five curatores riparum et alvei Tiberis under Claudius was the same man: 
one of his colleagues there is known as consul in AD 34 (CIL 6.31545, of Rome), 
but there is nothing to corroborate this possibility beyond the coincidence of 
name and time, and nothing to connect this man with Cyprus, still less to justify 
Ramsay's construction of the history of a Christian family of Sergii Paulli. Wiken- 
hauser (p. 338) thinks this official was identical with our man. 

16 The names of a number of proconsuls of Cyprus are known from the inscrip- 
tions, but few of these can be dated exactly. Apart from the ‘Sergius’ now 
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17:7 The ‘decrees of Caesar’, against which Paul was accused of of- 
fending at Thessalonica, have not been securely and specifically iden- 
tified. If E.A. Judge is right in seeing reference to edicts against pre- 
dictions, especially of the death or change of rulers, first promulgated 
by the aged Augustus in AD 11 (Dio 56.25.5-6) and enforced through 
the local administration of oaths of loyalty,!” the scene is placed in 
the general legal framework appropriate to the Julio-Claudian period, 
and may, in fact, be meant to cover Jewish Messianic agitation in par- 
ticular, but we cannot be more specific. 

18:2 Claudius' expulsion of Jews from Rome has usually been 
placed in AD 49, following Orosius, Hist. adv. Paganos 7.6.15, who at- 
tributes this date to Josephus, where it cannot now be traced. His 
actual source may have been Julius Africanus. Dio 60.6.6 places in AD 
41 an embargo on Jewish meetings in Rome, but there is no hint there 
of an actual expulsion. G. Liidemann has recently argued strongly in 
favour of 41 for the expulsion,!8 but the argument from supposition 


probably assigned to Caligula, there is an inscription of Curium (IGRR 3.971) 
which appears to name and date two proconsuls under Claudius, L. Annius 
Bassus in the 12th year (AD 52) and Julius Cordus as his (presumably immediate) 
predecessor. Even allowing for some uncertainty in the years of office between 
51/2 and 52/3, that would be tantalizingly near the time of Paul's visit, which 
must have been about five years earlier on the ostensible chronology. But Ritter- 
ling in PW 12.1701 (followed by Groag in PIR 1.108 No. 637) restores the prae- 
nomen Népwvr. before KAavSlw Kaloapt etc. in the inscription, and moves this pro- 
consulship to the 12th year of Nero (AD 66). This would accord with the fact that 
both men (or their namesakes) are otherwise known only from a slightly later 
date (PIR loc. cit. and PIR 4.201 No. 272). For Q. Julius Cordus see also IGRR 
3.978, of Citium, and Tacitus Hist. 1.76 (AD 69). Bassus was consul suffectus in AD 
70. And an improved transcription (including a date) of the él Tlaédou reference 
(IGRR 3.930) led Lake to suggest the thirteenth year of the provincial era, giving 
14 BC, or if assigned to Claudius’ regnal years, to AD 53, which is too late. But 
most recently T.B. Mitford restores Sexatpwte [b]o[as J, an office not known before 
Hadrian, and dates the inscription tentatively to AD 126 (ANRW 2.7.2 (1980), pp. 
1303-1304 n. 62). 

17 Judge, ‘The Decrees of Caesar at Thessalonica’, RTR 30 (1971), pp. 1-7. 

18 G, Liidemann, Paul: Apostle to the Gentiles. Studies in Chronology, pp. 164-71 
(Paulus I.183-95), and ‘A Chronology of Paul’, in Colloquy, ed. Corley pp. 289- 
307, esp. pp. 302-303. I find great difficulty in the chronological scheme he offers 
(Paul, pp. 262-63 = Paulus 1.272-73 = Colloquy, pp. 303-304), which proceeds 
from an uncertain base-date (the Crucifixion, given as 27 or 30), reorganizes the 
ostensible evidence to bring Paul to Corinth in 41 to give the only absolute cor- 
relation for Paul with a date from which many differ, and gives no explicit cor- 
relation with the Gallio proconsulship, except that on the early reckoning of the 
Crucifixion Paul could have been in Corinth about that time. This seems to reflect 
a principle which proceeds from the selective use of evidence and compounds 
arguments obscurum per obscurius and incertum per incertius. Jewett, who aligns 
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which is involved there gives cause for caution. Dio says expressly 
that Claudius did not expel the Jews on the occasion of which he 
speaks. It is entirely probable that he was impelled to a more drastic 
measure by the recurrence of trouble, and arbitrary to suppose that 
Dio is correcting Suetonius while giving a different (and later) ac- 
count of what is assumed to be the same event. The explicit testimony 
concurs with Acts. If it appears that we are choosing the explicit testi- 
mony because it favours Acts, we can only reply that the concurrence 
of ostensible evidence and the possibility of extending this inter- 
locking warrants taking the evidence seriously. 

If Aquila and Priscilla had left Italy in 49, this sets a terminus for 
the present incident. The presumption is that they were recently 
settled in Corinth at Paul's arrival. The plausibilities of the case would 
thus suit a date within a year or two of the expulsion. Bruce has sug- 
gested that Paul's hopes of proceeding from Macedonia to Rome had 
been frustrated by news of the expulsion and had occasioned his own 
journey southward to Athens and Corinth (Paul, p. 235). 

18:12 Gallio proconsul of Achaia: while the restoration of the frag- 
mented inscription of Delphi remains open to some debate, and may 
affect slightly the chronological inference, it is sufficiently clear that it 


himself with Ludemann in acknowledging a debt to Knox, is firm in his 
adherence to a dating of the expulsion in AD 49 (Dating, pp. 36-38), insisting that 
it is erroneous to suppose that Suetonius refers to the edict of 41 mentioned by 
Dio (126n). See further E.M. Smallwood, The Jews under Roman Rule (Leiden: 
Brill, 1981 [orig. 1976]), pp. 212-16, though I doubt her acceptance of the Nazareth 
Decree; cf. also other literature cited by Jewett, pp. 126-27. ([Ed.] More recently, 
F.F. Bruce has replied to some aspects of Liidemann's chronology in ‘Chrono- 
logical Questions in the Acts of the Apostles’, BJRL 68 (1986), pp. 273-95, esp. pp. 
280-82.) 

A different objection may be raised to the view suggested by Knox (Chapters, 
pp. 81-82) that Paul appeared before an earlier governor whom Luke confused 
with Gallio. Achaia and Macedonia had been made imperial provinces attached 
to Moesia from AD 15 to 44, when they were restored to senatorial rule (Tac. 
Ann. 1.76; 1.80; Suet. Claud. 25.3; Dio 60.24.1). Luke uses correctly the title avét 
tratos, applicable only since 44 (Acts 18:12), itself another correlation with the os- 
tensible chronological sequence, but adaptable to Knox's system only on the gra- 
tuitous assumption that errors are compounded in our source. An apparent fixed 
date ought to be assessed at the outset, rather than being rejected parenthetically 
after a hypothesis has been elaborated without reference to it. On the changes of 
provincial status, see further J. Wiseman in ANRW 2.7.1 (1979), p. 503. It is un- 
necessary to list separately this terminus a quo in 44 when we have the precise 
date of Gallio. Knox's speculation that Gallio's period of office may have been 
two years and that its limits may have been anywhere from 50 to 54 is belied not 
only by the annual appointment of senatorial governors, but by the specific evi- 
dence for his leaving his province before the expiry of his year (see next note). 
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must be assigned to the spring or summer of 52 and is addressed 
either to the Delphians at the close of Gallio's tenure or to his suc- 
cessor immediately after his arrival. In either case the implication is 
that Gallio was proconsul in 51-52. See the more complete discussion 
in Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 6-9. The precise relationship of Gallio's 
year of office to Paul's sojourn will be discussed in ch. 6, pp. 251-56. 
Gallio's proconsulship of Achaia is otherwise attested in the writings 
of his brother. 19 

19:38 dvOvTrato. may be a generalizing plural, but its use is odd, 
and might naturally reflect the time of confused interregnum fol- 
lowing the murder of Julius Silanus, proconsul of Asia, after Nero's 
accession in October 54 when two men held office simultaneously (cf. 
C, p. 123 above). 

20:6-7 While these verses give no explicit correlation with persons 
or events known to history, they have provided a base for a plausible 
calculation of the year of the events. The sequence of 20:1-21:16 gives 
a fairly full conspectus of the travel diary of a seven-week period be- 
tween Passover and Pentecost. If the early part is detailed without 
unrecorded gaps, it becomes possible tentatively to reckon back from 
the gathering at Troas év Ti pid caBBdtwv (= Sunday night: cf. Lk. 
24:1) to a placing of the Passover that year on a Thursday. The rela- 
tive fullness of the record of days, and the tightness and haste of its 
early stages in particular, supports the feasibility of this attempted 
reconstruction, which might otherwise seem speculative and suspect. 
The Passover of 57, as calculated from the full moon, fell probably on 
Thursday 7 April, and the Passovers of neighbouring years could not 
have fallen on that day of the week. While this coincidence is both 
tentative and unspectacular, it is unforced, and suits that year rather 
than adjacent possibilities.20 


19 Tllud mihi ore erat domini mei Gallionis, qui cum in Achaia febrem habere 
coepisset, protinus navem ascendit clamitans non corporis esse, sed loci 
morbum’ (Sen. Ep. Mor. 104.1). The health-cruise of Gallio to which Pliny refers 
(NH 31.33.62) followed his subsequent consulship (cf. E.M. Smallwood, 
‘Consules Suffecti of AD 55’, Historia 17 {1968}, p. 384). 

20 See the fuller discussion in Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 9-12. This idea has been 
canvassed (with some variations in calculation) by W.M. Ramsay, D. Plooij, O. 
Gerhardt and others. See especially Ramsay, ‘A Fixed Date in the Life of St. Paul’, 
Expos 5th ser. 3 (1896), pp. 336-45. The cautions expressed by C.H. Turner in 
HDB 1.415-25 are still salutary, though he wrote before the discovery of the Gal- 
lio inscription, which now effectively excludes, on a natural reading of the texts, 
any option so early as that which allowed consideration of the Passover of 55. See 
further the criticism of these approaches in Ogg (Paul, pp. 140-45). I have not 
seen the works of Plooij and Gerhardt. In any case it is important to stress the 
tightness of the timing, especially in the early part of this voyage, which 
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21:16 Mnason is described as an dpxyaios pants, that is, from the 
beginning of the church. The point is trivial, but it is not unnatural to 
distinguish thus a man whose Christian experience was of 25-30 
years’ standing at the date of the narrative, when many must have 
died, moved, or grown cold. There is no plausible redactional ex- 
planation of this unstudied designation. 

21:38 This reference to the Egyptian is paralleled in Jos. BJ 
2.13.5.261-63 and Ant. 20.8.6.169-72. The insurrection begun by this 
man had been suppressed by Felix, but the ringleader had escaped. 
Josephus portrays the period as one of constant violence and brigan- 
dage. While the Egyptian's revolt cannot be closely dated from Jose- 
phus, and the length of Felix's governorship remains in some dispute, 
the two writers concur in connecting this incident or its aftermath 
with the time of Felix, and Luke's reference suits the nervous reaction 
to a revolutionary still at large in the latter years of Felix (cf. C, pp. 
126f.). It seems wisest to refrain from dating his outbreak to Nisan 56, 
according to the ingenious suggestion of B.Z. Wacholder, although 
this would admirably suit the picture here presented.?! 

22:28 The xtNapxos had bought his citizenship at great cost. The 
sale of citizenship was notoriously a feature of life under Claudius 
(Dio 60.17.5-7). Dio's statement is placed annalistically in AD 43 
(60.17.1), and he says that the privilege, first sold at great cost, be- 
came cheapened later under Claudius, an interesting parallel with 
our present passage. This man, whose name Claudius Lysias (23:26) 
sufficiently confirms his enfranchisement by Claudius, had pre- 
sumably gained his rights early in the reign, and had seen his pride 
reduced by Claudius’ later practice, and his remark reflects this. 
There is in fact circumstantial support at least for a dramatic date 
plausibly reflecting the aftermath of Claudius’ later citizenship policy 
in the lifetime of a man still in his prime after living in adulthood 
through the period (cf. C, p. 127). 

23:2 The high priest Ananias, son of Nedebaeus: this man's career 
can be partly reconstructed. He was appointed by Herod of Chalcis c. 
47 (Jos. Ant. 20.5.2.103), sent to Rome to face trial with the procurator 
Cumanus before Claudius (Jos. BJ 2.12.6.243; Ant. 20.6.2.131) after 
the Samaritan troubles dated by Tacitus (Ann. 12.54) to AD 52, but 
was evidently acquitted, for he continued to wield great influence 
under Albinus (61-65), long after his replacement c. 58-59 (Jos Ant. 
20.8.8.179; 20.9.2.205; 20.9.3.213). He was murdered in 66 (BJ 
2.17.9.441). His brutal and rapacious character is reflected in the 


minimizes the uncertainties of the reckoning. Ramsay and Plooij concur with the 
view tentatively maintained here. 
21 B.Z. Wacholder, HUCA 46 (1975), p. 216. 
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sources (e.g. Ant. 20.9.2.206-207; TB Pesahim 57a). If his high priest- 
hood ran c. 47-58 and he exercised an unrestrained arrogance of 
power under Felix, as our sources indicate, this suits well our esti- 
mated dating of Paul's trial before him in 57. No significance should 
be attached to the fact that Paul did not recognize Ananias: Paul's 
previous, briefly noted visit to Palestine (18:22) was ostensibly in 
summer 52, likely to have been the very time when Ananias had been 
sent in chains to Rome. 

23:24 Both the beginning and the end of Felix's governorship pose 
chronological problems. For the beginning see on 24:10 below. A 
combination of reasons may now be given for preferring a later date 
(c. 59) rather than an earlier (c. 56) for Festus's succession. The early 
date is based on the statement in Eusebius Chron. that Festus became 
procurator in the second year of Nero, and Albinus in the sixth or 
seventh. Josephus’ account presupposes a short tenure by Festus be- 
fore his untimely death (Ant. 20.8.9.182-20.9.1.197; 20.9.1.200; BJ 
2.14.1.271-72), for which Eusebius’ date (61 or 62) is more likely to be 
correct. H.J. Cadbury points to a change of coinage in AD 59, which 
may be associated with the arrival of the new procurator.?? If this in- 
terpretation is correct, it points specifically to 59 as the year of Felix's 
departure, and Festus may be placed 59-c. 61. If Felix was in office at 
least c. 52-59, this precisely suits our emerging pattern, and Paul's 
two years’ captivity in Caesarea falls into place as summer 57 to 
summer 59.23 


22 HJ. Cadbury, The Book of Acts in History (London: A. & C. Black, 1955), pp. 9- 
10. BMC Palestine, Procurators under Nero, Nos. 1-28: see C, p. 130, n. 90. 

23 The antedated chronology is defended by Lake (BC 5.466-67) and fully dis- 
cussed by Ogg (Paul, pp. 146-59). The strongest argument for this position is that 
which stresses the fall of Pallas in 55 as setting a terminus for his influence in 
protecting his brother Felix from condemnation. If however this preceded the 
death of Britannicus, as in Tac. Ann. 13.14-17, ostensibly before that prince's 
fourteenth birthday in Feb. 55, there is little time for the recall of Felix by Nero, 
for new governors were not sent out in the winter season. Nero had succeeded 
on 13th October 54, and the narrative of Josephus clearly implies that Felix was 
active in Judaea for a considerable period after the accession of Nero (Ant. 
20.8.2.152) and is integrated with the appointment of Ishmael son of Phabi as 
high priest, an event usually dated c. 58 (Ant. 20.8.8.179). Ogg however doubts 
the common assumption that Pallas continued to exercise considerable influence 
after his dismissal in 55 (Paul, pp. 158-59), for Nero was already disgusted by his 
arrogance, according to Tac. Ann. 13.2, and Ogg believes that Josephus’ account 
of his standing with Nero (Ant. 20.8.9.182) is misrepresentation rather than mere 
exaggeration. But there is no reason to doubt Josephus here. Pallas, even on 
Tacitus’ view, had the arrogance to make terms with Nero for his resignation 
(Ann. 13.14), and retained the power conferred by immense wealth to his death 
in 62 (Ann. 14.65). 
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23:34 Felix's question and his acceptance of Paul's case on learning 
he was a Cilician is both interesting and difficult, and may have 
chronological implications. The basic point is well made by E.M.B. 
Green that Cilicia Pedias, which included Tarsus, was subject to the 
governor of Syria as part of the double province Syria-Cilicia before 
Vespasian's creation of a separate, enlarged Cilician province in 72. 
Felix then was a responsible official within the same complex of juris- 
diction, and at the least his action suits the pre-Flavian period.24 

24:10 Paul's statement that Felix had judged the nation ‘for many 
years’ (€k ToMav étdv): the context is rhetorical, and the force of tod 
Mav flexible, comparative rather than absolute. Felix was a governor 
of long standing, not an inexperienced new arrival. In any case Felix 
had been a governor since 52, but in reckoning beyond that we en- 
counter a well-known clash of evidence between Josephus and Taci- 
tus. While many scholars prefer Josephus, who first introduces Felix 
as the successor of Cumanus (Ant. 20.7.1.137; BJ 2.12.8.247), there 
are good reasons for taking serious account of Tacitus’ narrative of a 
previous history of conflict between the two as rulers of different 
sections of the country (Ann. 12.54), Felix having been iam pridem 
Iudaeae inpositus. If Josephus' evidence may be supplemented by a 
modified acceptance of Tacitus, as seems in principle the most likely 
solution, the words of our text are the more pointed, when viewed 
from a dramatic date late in Felix's sole tenure.25 

24:24 Drusilla as the wife of Felix: according to Josephus, Ant. 
19.9.1.354, she was six years old at the death of her father Agrippa I in 


24 E.M.B. Green, ‘Syria and Cilicia— A Note’, ExpT 71 (1959-60), pp. 52-53. 
Sherwin-White's discussion (RSRL, pp. 55-57) is unclear; his implication of a 
change in the early years of Nero might greatly refine our chronological perspec- 
tive, but the status of Cossutianus Capito in Tac. Ann. 13.33 (of AD 57) is not re- 
corded. After a nuanced account of an intricate question, Sherwin-White con- 
cludes that the narrative ‘shows remarkable familiarity with the provincial and 
juridical situation in the last years of Claudius’ (RSRL, p. 57). But it belongs os- 
tensibly to the early years of Nero (see further CAH 11.603). 

25 See especially M. Aberbach, ‘The Conflicting Accounts of Josephus and Taci- 
tus concerning Cumanus' and Felix’ Terms of Office’, J]QR 40 (1949-50), pp. 1-14. 
Aberbach argues that Tacitus’ essential error lies in his mistaken assignment of 
territories to the rivals, that Cumanus undeniably held Jerusalem and had juris- 
diction in Samaria, and that Felix then probably held Galilee, not Samaria, as 
Tacitus wrongly supposes. This reconstruction is plausible, and offers a neat ex- 
planation of the difficulty, but must remain conjectural in the current state of our 
knowledge. Momigliano in CAH 10.853 essentially accepts Tacitus’ account, but 
without any specific treatment of the problem of reconciling it with the evidence 
of Josephus. The whole Cumanus affair, as well as the following misgovernment 
of Felix's sole governorship, was disastrous for Roman prestige in Judaea ‘cf. 
Aberbach, p. 14), and probably contributed much to the drift into final conflict. 
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44, and so born c. 38. After the end of Claudius’ twelfth year (53), ac- 
cording to Ant. 20.7.1.138-39, Agrippa II gave Drusilla in marriage to 
Azizus king of Emesa, but not long afterwards she deserted her hus- 
band to marry Felix (uet’ ot todty xpdvov, Ant. 20.7.2.141-43). This 
incident is placed in Felix's procuratorship, and as she was only about 
fifteen at the time of her first marriage, she was evidently married to 
Felix while still in her teens, and only about nineteen at the ostensible 
time of our narrative. Felix is said to have been married to three 
queens (Suet. Claud. 28). This ex-slave owed his success to the favour 
of Claudius, and perhaps all his distinguished alliances were initiated 
in that reign, or at least before the dismissal in 55 (Tac. Ann. 13.14) or 
death in 62 (Tac. Ann. 14.65) of his powerful brother Pallas, but the 
chronology of his other marriages is otherwise unknown.26 

24:27 The two years are naturally taken to refer to the duration of 
Paul's custody in the remaining period of Felix's tenure of office and 
certainly do not imply that this was the whole duration of Felix's 
term, which would be a bald contradiction of 24:10, quite apart from 
the implication of conflicting evidence in Tacitus and Josephus. The 
view of Lake which places Felix c. 53-55 (BC 5.464-67) is simply un- 
acceptable. The two years appear to run from the early summer of 
Paul's Jerusalem Pentecost to the early summer of Festus's arrival. 
This suits the accumulation of pointers to 57-59. 

25:13 Bernice as consort of Agrippa II: enough is known of the 
course of the lives of brother and sister to illustrate the general 
chronological suitability of the reference, though the notes of time are 
not otherwise sufficiently precise to set close and exclusive criteria. 
Bernice was aged sixteen at the death of her father Agrippa I, and so 
born c. 28 (Jos. Ant. 19.9.1.354; cf. on Drusilla). She was already then 
married to Herod of Chalcis, who died in the eighth year of Claudius 
(48-49; Jos. Ant. 20.5.2.104; cf. BJ 2.11.6.221; 2.12.1.223). She then 
lived for a long time as a widow, but when rumours arose of an 
incestuous relationship with her brother Agrippa, she was married to 
Polemo king of Cilicia, though she soon deserted him (Jos. Ant. 
20.7.3.145; cf. Juv. Sat. 6.156-60). Later references to Bernice, in 
incidents under Florus (AD 65-66; Jos. BJ 2.15.1.310ff.) and at the 
outbreak of war (Jos. Vita 11.48) clearly assert her presence with 
Agrippa at that period. This visit to Festus at his assumption of office 
belongs ostensibly on our reckoning to summer 59.27 


26 For Felix see further A. Stein in PIR 1.157-58, No. 828; P. von Rohden, ‘Anto- 
nius Felix [54]’, PW 1.2616-2618; for Drusilla, Stein in PW 5.2.1741. Felix's two 
known wives were both called Drusilla. Cf. Tac. Hist. 5.9. 

27 On Ber(e)nice see further G.H. Macurdy, Julia Berenice’ AJP 56 (1935), pp. 
246-53; J.A. Crook, ‘Titus and Berenice’ AJP 72 (1951), pp. 162-75; D.C. Braund, 
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27:1 The reference to the ormeipa ZeBaor} might be more helpful 
chronologically if we were better informed about the movements of 
units in Syria-Palestine in the Julio-Claudian period. If we accept the 
tentative identification of Julius’ unit offered above, we may have 
some slight corroboration, but as the matter stands, the chronological 
data are too tenuous to help (cf. C, pp. 132-33, n. 96 where we also list 
reasons for rejecting alternative identifications). 

27:9 The implication of the reference to the Fast, taken with the 
chronological sequence of the winter following, is that the Fast was 
particularly late that year, a detail open to verification by the lunar 
phases, and suiting the autumn of 59 better than neighbouring years 
(see C, p. 138, n. 109 on H.P. Workman). 

28:30 The chronology of this 8tetla presents complex problems 
and depends on a reconstruction across a broader canvas. We may 
anticipate later argument to the extent of claiming a probability that 
this captivity began before news came of the Lycus valley earthquake 
dated by Tacitus (Ann. 14.27) to AD 60 and concluded before the 
Neronian persecution of AD 64 (Tac. Ann. 15.44), a position conso- 
nant with our assignment of it to 60-6228 (cf. p. 255; see F, p. 190). 


‘Berenice in Rome’, Historia 33 (1984), pp. 120-23. Macurdy offers some rehabili- 
tation of the traditional view of her character. An inscription of Athens (CIG 361 
= 1G 3.1.556) designates her Baol\.coa, a term usually reserved for queens reg- 
nant, and she is also called regina in Latin (CRAI [1927], pp. 243-44). Macurdy 
points out the favourable view Josephus takes of her in BJ and Vita, and argues 
that the imputations in the Antiquities were vindictive falsification after the 
deaths of Agrippa and Berenice. Only Josephus and the contemptuously anti- 
Jewish Juvenal are ultimate authorities for the unfavourable tradition. Macurdy 
sees her as fully co-ruler with her brother, but not in the Hellenistic sister-wife 
tradition, until her ambitions led her into association with Titus. Juvenal's man- 
ner however is highly allusive to that which is purported to have been common 
knowledge. This is an apt instance of the difficulty of historical reconstruction 
through redaction-critical method. Josephus’ partialities are blatant, but it is not 
clear that we are justified in setting aside his explicit statements because they are 
explainable as hostile invention. It is certainly a possible option, but not a 
provable one. Even calculated malice might either have embroidered falsehood 
or have repeated scandal or have publicized truth. We ought to take textual evi- 
dence seriously and exhibit its alternative possibilities even where it may be sus- 
pect. In other contexts scholars are prone to take Josephus simplistically at face- 
value in places where they reconstruct Luke with little control. Conversely, in 
this section they have often been found to be consonant. That is in some degree a 
corroboration of both, and an encouragement in the careful use of Josephus, 
whose demonstrable inaccuracies and contradictions in areas unconnected with 
Luke's veracity I have had previous occasion to note (JTS n.s. 26 [1975], p. 107n; 
BJRL 60 [1977-78], p. 50). 

28 The fire of Rome and the persecution evidently set a tacit terminus ad quem, 
and it is sometimes supposed that Paul is likely to have perished in 64. It might 
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This brief outline of areas of possible correlation permits interim 
conclusions. Many of the indications are too slight and uncertain to 
be of more than marginal value (though even such clues help to illus- 
trate that we are not dealing with radical anachronisms); one refer- 
ence, that to Theudas, is quite intractable, but otherwise they tend to 
fit, however tentatively, an approximate ostensible outline of the in- 
ternal chronology, and this fit becomes unexpectedly specific and 
precise for the period 57-62. The arguments for several of the correla- 
tions in this period are of circumstantial probabilities which may be 
disputed, and their combination may be supposed to combine uncer- 
tainties. But indications seem to point here to the converse pheno- 
menon, the indications of a correctly integrated reconstruction which 
tends rather to corroborate that its components are rightly built into 
the structure. If this is so, it is an historical platform of considerable 
significance. We concur here with Jewett, from whose methods and 
results we differ substantially elsewhere.29 

The attempt to reconstruct a more detailed chronology and its 
bearing on the veracity of the Acts account must await assessment of 
the interplay of other categories of evidence. 


E. Details broadly suggestive of date 


This is a difficult category, not rigidly separated from the preceding, 
which dealt with the more specific dates of kings, governors, etc. In- 
cluded here are only examples, to illustrate in principle where prac- 
tices or terminology are suggestive of a first rather than a second cen- 
tury setting, or of one earlier or later in the first century. 

4:1 etc. The prominence of the Sadducees accords with a pre-70 
setting, for the Jewish revolt destroyed their political ascendancy.3? 

6:1 The ‘Hellenists’ pose a notoriously difficult problem. It seems 


then be argued that the early church knew the &tetla terminated in Paul's death 
in the pogrom. But the weight of evidence points to an expected, judicial 
termination, whatever its outcome, at a date prior to that terminus. 

29 Cf. Jewett, Dating, pp. 100-102, which with his supporting discussions (pp. 
40-44) concurs largely with our arguments, though I should be more cautious 
about several of his absolute dates and termini. I differ here somewhat from Ogg, 
Paul, who places the accession of Festus in 61 and ties Paul's trial to the 
Neronian persecution, while reading differently several of the indicators which 
impress me by their interlocking. The differences from Knox and Ltidemann are 
more fundamental, and will be discussed in Chapter 6. 

30 For their demise after 70 see e.g. K. Kohler in Jewish Encyclopedia 10.632; A.C. 
Sundberg in IDB 4.161-62; and for the bearing of this factor on the setting of Acts 
cf. I.H. Marshall in Apostolic History and the Gospel, ed. Gasque and Martin, pp. 
97-98. 
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likely that as a group, however precisely defined, they belong 
distinctively to the earliest period of the church.3! 

6:9 Synagogue of the libertines, etc.: it seems most likely that only 
one synagogue is meant, and possibly it is to be identified with that 
of Theodotus in the Ophel inscription, certainly pre-70 (CI] 1404). 

7:2-53 Stephen's views seem best explained as involving a very 
radical critique of Jewish religion in a setting when the temple yet 
stood. The arguments for a specially Semitic background or for the 
use of sources for this speech are consonant with indications of an 
early setting.°2 

7:57ff. The irregularity and illegality of Stephen's stoning presents 
its own problems, but there is no reason to question its historicity, for 
it is perhaps the crucial incident presupposed in Paul's own sense of 
his special previous guilt as persecutor (1 Cor. 15:9; Gal. 1:13, 23; Phil. 
3:6; cf. Acts 22:20). It is at least suitable to the period, ostensibly the 
troubled last years of Pilate, when the continuance of Caiaphas until 
Pilate's recall in 36 again suggests political accommodation between 
the two.33 


31 See especially H.J. Cadbury in BC 5.59-74 for the view that they were equiva- 
lent to “EAAnves, Gentiles; E.C. Blackman, ‘The Hellenists of Acts vi.1’, ExpT 48 
(1936-37), pp. 524-25, that they were converted Jewish proselytes; M. Simon, St. 
Stephen and the Hellenists in the Primitive Church (London: Longmans, Green, 
1958), pp. 10ff, partly following G.P. Wetter, A.D. Nock and others, that they 
were a radical, even ‘paganizing’, party in the Judaism of the earliest Christian 
period; C.F.D. Moule, ‘Once More, Who Were the Hellenists?’ ExpT 70 (1958-59), 
pp. 100-102, that they were Jews unable to speak Hebrew. The commonest view 
is probably still that which sees them as Greek-speaking Jews. It may be in any 
case that the terminology is not used with a rigid and technical consistency of ap- 
plication. Moule and Bruce (Acts, p. 151) allow for flexibility according to con- 
text. While Cadbury's view is not necessarily tied to an early setting, and even 
allows for reworking of sources, the other views generally feel constrained to ex- 
plain the Hellenists as a primitive phenomenon. The occurrence of “E\Anves as a 
variant in some places (though not here) for ‘EXdnvictal complicates, but does 
not obviate, the basic problem of explaining the term. 

32 The views of C.C. Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts (Cambridge Mass: 
Harvard University Press, 1916) were speculative and are now dated. See further 
H.F.D. Sparks, ‘The Semitisms of the Acts’, JTS n.s. 1 (1950), pp. 16-28; M. Wil- 
cox, The Semitisms of Acts,(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965); D.F. Payne, ‘Semi- 
tisms in the Book of Acts’, Apostolic History, ed. Gasque and Martin, pp. 134-50. 
Along with salutary cautions, these writers tend to reinforce, at least tentatively, 
the bearing of residual Semitisms upon early setting or sources. For Stephen's 
speech in particular see Wilcox, pp. 159-61; Bruce, ‘Stephen's Apologia’, in Scrip- 
ture, Meaning and Method: Essays Presented to A.T. Hanson, ed. B.P. Thompson 
(Hull University Press, 1987), pp. 37-50. 

33 It is difficult to be sure whether we should understand the case as an instance 
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8:1 The violence of the reaction against Stephen again seems to fit 
his implied radical attack on the Temple and priestly religion at the 
time of their special ascendancy. 

8:9 This incident may be broadly linked to date, if the details given 
by Justin, a native of Neapolis (Nablus) in Samaria, preserve authen- 
tic traditions of the historical Simon Magus. He is dated by Justin 
firmly to the reign of Claudius (Apol. 1.26.2; 1.56.2; cf. Dial. 
120.6).34 

10:1 The use of the simple nomen Cornelius reflects an older Ro- 
man practice which persisted into the Julio-Claudian period among 
older and more conservatively minded men in the army.*° 

11:26 The date of the coining of the term ‘Christian’ might be of 
interest here. I am not persuaded by the interesting suggestion of 
H.B. Mattingly that it was modelled on the Augustiani of the young 
Nero, a body whose formation is assigned by Tacitus (Ann. 14.15) to 
AD 59.%6 The term was in any case presumably in use in Rome before 
the outbreak of the fire in 64 (Tac. Ann. 15.44). Luke's aside does not 
imply the word was in use at the date of which he writes; it will suf- 
fice if it was widespread at the date at which he writes. The formu- 
lation in -ianus is common, however, as in adoptive cognomina like 
Octavianus, and an earlier origin needs no special justification. 

13:16 The problem of the ‘God-fearers’: the existence of a class of 
Gentile adherents attracted to the synagogues has often been as- 
sumed, but recently challenged afresh.3? This verse and v. 43 below 
of lynch-law or as an excess of the Sanhedrin's authority (Bruce, Acts, p. 179). It 
is not necessarily to be decided by differences from the procedures laid down in 
the Mishnah (Sanh. 6.3-4) as Haenchen argues (pp. 292-93), nor by the fact that he 
was mourned and reverently buried (8:2). 

34 On Simon Magus see D. Flusser, ‘The Great Goddess of Samaria’, [EJ 25 
(1975), pp. 13-20, esp. pp. 18-20; cf. New Docs 1.107, No. 68, and the literature 
there cited. 

35 RSRL, pp. 160-61; cf. 27:1. 

36 H.B. Mattingly, ‘The Origin of the Name Christiani’, JTS n.s. 9 (1958), pp. 26- 
37. See MM for xatoapiavés as ‘imperial slave’ from P Lond 256 recto, 

{xaloapos) and Epictetus 1.19.19 which uses the form katoaptavol. ‘HpwStavol are 
named not only in Mk 3:6; 12:13 = Mt. 22:16, but paralleled in Jos. Ant. 
14.15.10.450: ol Ta ‘HpwSou dpovotvtes. 

37 Many older writers have cautioned about reading a technical sense too 
readily into such terms as 6eo0eBt\s where they mean simply ‘pious’. So e.g. Lake 
in BC 5.77. The usual understanding of ‘God-fearers’ has however recently been 
challenged by M. Wilcox, ‘The “God-Fearers” in Acts— A Reconsideration’, 
JSNT 13 (1981), pp. 102-22, and more radically by A.T. Kraabel, The Disap- 
pearance of the “God-Fearers’”’, Numen 28 (1981), pp. 113-26; cf. ‘The Roman 
Diaspora: Six Questionable Assumptions’, ]JS 33 (1982), pp. 445-64; T.M. Finn, 
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give apparent reference to distinct groups, where some references to 
oeBdpevor or PoBotpevor in Acts are less clear. It is right to be cautious 
towards the tendency to see a technical term here; similar words are 
widely used to mean no more than ‘pious worshippers’. But the con- 
text in several places in Acts points to the phenomenon of Gentile ad- 
hesion to the synagogues, even if the terminology is less formal than 
sometimes supposed. And on this view, illustrated further by some 
evidence outside Acts, we can see the phenomenon as character- 
istically pre-70, likely to have been radically changed or curtailed by 
the traumatic effects of the fall of Jerusalem on Jewish-Christian rela- 
tions. The presence of Gentiles in the synagogue (cf. 13:44, 48) and 
their response to Paul's words in that context belong ostensibly to the 
earlier setting. 

14:6 The implication is that Iconium was not in Lycaonia. It was 
ethnically Phrygian, but political borders were subject to change. Be- 
yond affirming the city's Phrygian character in the Roman period and 
its later political re-attachment to Lycaonia, we must allow that the 
chronological net is too broad here to help much, save as fitting the 
prominence of regional divisions in the province of Galatia, which is 
characteristic of first century terminology (cf. excursus, pp. 228-30). 

14:11 The indigenous languages of Asia Minor yielded rapidly to 
the presence of Hellenization. While we have no means of knowing 
the chronology of the persistence of Lycaonian, for all surviving 
monuments of that country are in Greek or colonial Latin, this in- 
teresting reference to its vernacular prevalence may naturally suit an 
earlier rather than a later setting (cf. C, pp. 110f.). 

14:19, 21 Pisidian Antioch, Iconium and Lystra, here associated to- 
gether, were all Phrygian cities, linked in the early Imperial road and 
defence system, and in adjacent southern districts of the province of 
Galatia. This is appropriate to the first century setting, especially 
when seen in the context of provincial awareness in this period. We 
cannot claim that such things are specific or exclusive, but they con- 
tribute subtly to a flavour which may be illustrated and in some 
degree appraised elsewhere. 

‘The God-Fearers Reconsidered’, CBQ 47 (1985), pp. 75-84. ({Ed.] See now also 
J.A. Overman, ‘The God-Fearers: Some Neglected Features’, JSNT 32 [1988], pp. 
17-26.) See Appendix 2 on the ‘God-fearers’. 

There seems no reason to doubt that Acts intends to present the phenomenon 
(whatever the interpretation of some of the words) of pious Gentiles attracted to 
the synagogues and ripe for the Christian message, the classic instance being 
Cornelius. The criticism of the idea that the Acts references reflect technical 
terminology is justified: cf. R.W. Cowley's 1985 Tyndale Lecture ‘Technical Terms 
in Biblical Hebrew?’ (TB 37 [1986], pp. 21-28) for a salutary analysis in a related 
field, showing the lack of criteria by which such alleged terms may be identified. 
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15:23 The characteristically Lukan manner of reference to a capital 
city and province (cf. Acts 1:8) reflects here the time when Syria-Cili- 
cia was still a double province, an arrangement changed when Ves- 
pasian made all Cilicia into a separate province.*8 

16:6 The use of the term ‘Asia’ has engendered much unnecessary 
debate. It should be taken in the provincial sense, and this accords 
with the strong sense of provincial identity fostered by Julio-Claudian 
policy and abundantly illustrated in the formulations of contempo- 
rary documents. Cf. 19:10. 

16:8 The use of the name Troas, formerly Alexandria, is charac- 
teristic of first century usage, after Augustus made the city a colony 
formally designated ‘Colonia Augusta Troadensium’ or ‘Colonia 
Augusta Troas’.39 This usage serves, of course, only to demarcate the 
appropriateness of Acts with regard to an earlier, not a later, period. 

18:15 The character of Gallio's response (and indeed that of the 
accusation, v. 13) suits the early period when the Christian movement 
could be seen by Roman authority as a theological schism within 
Judaism of which it need not take official cognizance. This does not of 
course mean that the Romans were unaware of Christianity, only that 
it appeared as one more difficult problem in the explosive task of 
handling Judaism. This pattern of controversy would not suit a situ- 
ation post-70, or even post-64, when the separation of the faiths was 
manifest. This represents a crucial challenge to the Judaistic legiti- 
macy of the Christian way, and Gallio's decision evidently set a pre- 
cedent eroded by the rapid march of events at a still early date. 

20:4 The designation of these men by their province as ‘Acvavot is 
again characteristic of first-century usage, though not exclusive to it. 
Trophimus is identified specifically as an Ephesian in 21:29, and both 
men by the Western text here (cf. H, p. 198). Much needless scepti- 
cism over the propriety of calling people ‘Galatians’ could have been 
avoided by closer attention to first-century documentary usage. 

21:23-24 Paul's practice of acts of characteristically Jewish piety (cf. 
also 18:18) may seem problematic from some perspectives on his 
theology, and so a difficulty in Acts. But we may also make a con- 
verse point that the difficulty is one which belongs to an early period 
when Christianity had not yet become separated from the practice of 
Judaism. It is not naturally explained as redactional invention or as 
archaeologizing. Haenchen (Acts, pp. 612-13) recognizes Luke's use 
here of an itinerary source. 

21:28 Again the sensitive question is Temple defilement. It would be 


38 CAH 11.603; cf. 15:41; 23:34; see E.M.B. Green in ExpT 71 (1959-60), pp. 52-53. 
39 CIL 3.39; BMC Troas, Aeolis and Lesbos,Alex. Troas passim; TB 26 (1975), p. 90. 
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disingenuous to doubt the essentially early character of this material. 

21:38 Reference to the sicarii suits the period from the time of 
Felix to the fall of Jerusalem. As a party they were apparently distinct 
from the Zealots, and also arose earlier (Jos. BJ 7.8.1.262, 3.268), 
being the group deriving ultimately from Judas of Galilee in the time 
of the census.49 Their rise as a party, however, is assigned by 
Josephus specifically to the time of Felix (BJ 2.13.3.254-57), shortly 
before his account of the Egyptian (BJ 2.13.5.261-63), and so closely 
consonant with the present allusion. 

22:25, 29 The protection of a Roman citizen from certain abuses by 
persons in authority may be referred to the lex Julia de vi publica, 
which derived from the time of Augustus.4! 

22:28 This verse can be read as a reference to the purchase, and 
subsequent cheapening, of citizenship under Claudius (cf. D, p. 170). 

23:29 Again, as in 18:15, the attitude attributed to Claudius Lysias 
reflects the early perspective that Christianity lay within the pro- 
tection accorded to Judaism. Cf. also 25:19. 

23:34 Felix's acceptance of a case involving a man from Cilicia may 
be explained as reflecting a time when Cilicia, like Judaea, lay within 
the provincial complex subordinate to Syria, and therefore within the 
same ultimate jurisdiction (cf 15:23).42 This is at least a pointer to a 
setting earlier than Vespasian’s re-creation of a separate province 
comprising all Cilicia in AD 72 (cf. D, p. 172). 

24:14 Paul's defence again emphasizes his Judaism, as a correct 
worshipper of the ‘ancestral’ God of his people. 

25:11 According to Sherwin-White, Paul's appeal fits the practice 
of provocatio current in his period: Acts study ‘provides a useful 
chronological countercheck in more ways than one’ .43 

25:26 Reference to the reigning emperor simply as 6 ktptos was a 
common practice in Egypt and the East, as attested passim in the pa- 
pyri since Ptolemaic times, but this form becomes much more fre- 
quent and widespread under Nero and later.“ 

27:1 The use of the simple nomen ‘Julius’ again reflects older prac- 
tice (see 19:1 and RSRL, pp. 160-61), appropriate only to an older 
man in the Julio-Claudian setting. 

27:6-28:14 The voyage, successively on two ships of the Alexan- 
drian fleet, reflects, and is illustrated by, available documentation of 


40 Cf. Morton Smith, ‘Zealots and Sicarii, their Origins and Relation’, HTR 64 
(1971), pp. 1-19. 

41 See RSRL, pp. 57ff. 

42 RSRL, pp. 55-57. 

43 RSRL, pp. 63-70 (citation from p. 69). 

44 See Deissmann, LAE, pp. 353-55; Bruce, Acts, p. 438. 
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the organization of the corn-supply, especially as developed to its 
peak of efficiency by Claudius in response to the recurrent famines of 
his reign and publicized in the numismatic propaganda of Claudius 
and Nero. A later period would not of course be excluded by these 
considerations, but the narrative admirably suits the classic period of 
public interest in the venture (cf. e.g. Seneca Ep. Mor. 77.1).45 

28:17-20 Paul's first interview with the Roman Jews again empha- 
sizes the Jewish perspective in terms superseded by the break of the 
two faiths after 70. This could be explained by the use of older sources, 
if not by archaeologizing, but points ostensibly to the earlier setting. 

It is recognized that these examples are of differing value and ap- 
plication, and that some are capable of diverse explanation. It suffices 
here to indicate the general case for seeing in principle that there are 
kinds of material available for discriminating between an earlier or a 
later setting of many details of the text, whatever the explanation of 
these phenomena. 


F. Correlations between Acts and Epistles 


This section will present situational links with Acts in the whole 
Pauline corpus, including epistles whose authenticity is widely ques- 
tioned. Before we attempt to draw conclusions on such matters we 
shall have complex critical questions to consider, at least parentheti- 
cally. But at the present stage of tabulating evidence, it seems impor- 
tant to present the whole range of the ostensible material without 
prejudging its validity. The marker ‘(W)’ has been added to instances 
noted in Wikenhauser's tabulation of parallels (p. 59). Some of his, 
however, are not used here, where they are parallels only of thought 
or expression rather than substantive situational correlations.46 And 
as many of the apparent correlations are keenly contested, I shall try 
to acknowledge in the notes where we are on debated ground, even if 
I am personally convinced that the foothold is secure. 

Acts 7:58, 60 matches Paul's own references to himself as 


45 See also C.J. Hemer, ‘First Person Narrative in Acts 27-28’, TB 36 [1985], pp. 
79-109, esp. pp. 87-94. 

46 Such parallels might be used to make a point at a different level from the pre- 
sent. In any case they require careful selection and analysis. A parallel like Acts 
2:21 with Rom. 10:13, for instance, consists in the common use of Joel 2:32, once 
in a speech attributed to Peter, the other by Paul himself. There may be some 
ground for saying that Joel 2 was a testimonium widely used in primitive 
preaching, but not for furthering the search for specific situational contact be- 
tween Acts and Epistles. Among striking parallels of thought in Wikenhauser, cf. 
Acts 10:34f. with Rom. 2:10f.; 10:36 with Eph. 2:17; 10:43 with Rom. 3:22; 13:34 
with Rom. 6:9. 
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persecutor and ‘chief of sinners’ (Gal. 1:13, 23; Phil. 3:6; 1 Tim. 1:13- 
15). Cf. also the similar language placed in Paul's mouth in Acts (22:3- 
4; 26:9-11). 

Acts 9:2ff. with Gal. 1:17 imply that Paul's conversion was asso- 
ciated with Damascus, to which he ‘returns again’ from Arabia. Again 
cf. the Pauline speeches at Acts 22:5-6; 26:12. 

Acts 9:3-8 with 1 Cor. 15:8-9; Gal. 1:12, 16 speak of Paul's con- 
version through a revelation of Christ, subsequent to the appearances 
to the first disciples. Cf. Acts 22:6-11; 26:13-18.47 

Acts 9:15 with e.g. Rom. 1:5 Ananias receives intimation of Paul's 
calling to the Gentiles. Cf. again Acts 22:21; 26:17-18, 20, 23. See G, p. 
AE 

Acts 9:21 with Gal. 1:13, 23 speak of Paul as persecutor again (W). 

Acts 9:20, 22, of an initial ministry in Damascus, fits the implica- 
tion of Gal. 1:17 that he was first in Damascus before going to Arabia 
and then returning, while 2 Cor. 11:32-33 indicates that he had al- 
ready incurred hostility and persecution by activities in Damascus. 

Acts 9:24-25 with 2 Cor. 11:33 Paul escaped by being lowered from 
the wall of Damascus in a basket,48 a striking connection in view of 
the widely recognized independence of Acts and Epistles. In Acts 
however the opposition is ascribed to the Jews, and in 2 Cor. to the 
ethnarch of Aretas. It should be unnecessary to point out the possibi- 
lity that different opponents may make common cause. It is much 
harder to believe the redactional speculations and psychologizings in 
Haenchen, Acts, pp. 333-36. (W). 

Acts 9:26-29 with Gal. 1:18-19 speak of the first visit to Jerusalem. 
This identification may be regarded as problematic on various 
grounds. Here it will suffice to stress the common factor of tardy and 
limited contact with the Jerusalem church. In Acts all were afraid 
until Barnabas brought him to the apostles; in Galatians he met only 
Peter and James. There is nothing in Acts 9:26 to require immediate 
sequence of travel from the escape of v. 25. 

Acts 9:30 with Gal. 1:21 The departure to Tarsus corresponds with 


47 IT do not accept the view of John Knox which identifies the ecstatic vision of 2 
Cor. 12:1-4 with the occasion of Paul's conversion, nor the equivalence of the 
fourteen year periods of 2 Cor. 12:2 and Gal. 2:1. It seems more likely that 2 Cor. 
refers to an experience which might have seemed a ground for boasting, 
heavenly visions not vouchsafed to lesser Christians, whereas Paul's references to 
his conversion reflect the arrest and reversal of a bitter adversary and persecutor, 
an occasion of great thanksgiving, but also of bitter shame and repentance, far 
from the temptation to boast. 

48 onupls, capydvn, both terms apparently applicable to a very large, flexible 
basket; see F.J.A. Hort in JTS 10 (1909), pp. 567-71. 
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the reference in Galatians to the double province Syria-Cilicia. 

Acts 11:3 is a first intimation of controversy over table-fellowship 
with Gentiles, appearing first in the eirenical tendency of Acts. Cf. 
Gal. 2:11-14 for a subsequent occasion, where Peter yields to pressure 
on the point for which he faced criticism here. 

Acts 11:28-30 with Gal. 2:1 The second visit to Jerusalem: in this 
identification we touch a major crux (see chapter 7, pp. 261-65). It will 
suffice here to claim this identification proleptically while pointing 
out that we are following the natural sequence of correspondence in 
the ostensible texts, second visit in Acts with second visit in 
Galatians, where Paul is at pains to point out he is omitting nothing, 
for that would give his opponents a handle. This equivalence concurs 
with the view of the chronology here presented (see D, p. 165). 

Acts 11:28 with Gal. 2:2 Paul went by revelation, though Galatians 
does not say that the impulse was famine-relief. That may however 
be just the point of Gal. 2:10, if we render €omovSaoa as a piuper- 
fect.49 See above pp.164-65 on famines under Claudius. 

Acts 11:30 with Gal. 2:1 Paul went with Barnabas on this journey, 
in Acts apparently as the junior partner. 

Acts 13:1 with Gal. 2:11 Barnabas and Saul were again in Antioch 
after this visit to Jerusalem. Their return is stated in 12:25 if we are 
permitted to read the easy é€ or dwé for the better attested and 
difficult els (cf. Metzger, Textual Comm., pp. 398-400). Peter's visit to 
Antioch is placed at this juncture. 

Acts 13:14 with Gal. 4:13 On the ‘South Galatian’ view, the arrival 
in Pisidian Antioch corresponds with the occasion of Paul's first 
coming to Galatia. This is an ‘equation’ rather than a ‘correlation’ of 
any probative value, and we refrain from pressing speculations about 
the illness of Paul as providing occasion for the journey. 

Acts 13:21 with Phil. 3:5 Paul's Hebrew name is known only from 
Acts and his tribe only from Philippians. It is seen from the combi- 
nation of these independent notices that he was named after the most 
famous Old Testament member of his tribe. This is a classic instance 
of an ‘undesigned coincidence’. 

Acts 13:26 (cf. 13:16) matches Paul's calling to the Gentiles in e.g. 
Rom. 1:5. Without necessarily wishing to make a technical term of ol 
PoBotpevor Tov Gedv, it does seem this phrase is used here in Acts of 
a separate category or sub-category of persons. The inclusion of 
Gentiles among the audience is apparent in the response triggered, 
according to 13:44, in a thoroughly Gentile Roman colony.5° 


49 Cf. D.R. Hall, ‘St. Paul and Famine Relief: A Study in Galatians 2:10’, ExpT 82 
(1970-71), pp. 309-11. 
50 On the term and concept of ‘God-fearers’, see Appendix 2 below. 
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Acts 13:39 with Gal. 1:6; 2:16, etc. Justification is by faith where 
men cannot be made free under the law of Moses. A close parallel of 
thought is reinforced here by a situational correlation, for the Gala- 
tians have so quickly ‘deserted this gospel for another’. The specific 
terms of Paul's first preaching to the Galatians here are at stake in the 
controversy following their desertion of it. We may note subsidiary 
nuances: the cross as a ‘tree’ (EtAov) in Acts 13:29 reflects the use of 
Deut. 21:22-23 in primitive Christian preaching, and this thought and 
citation are developed explicitly by Paul in Gal. 3:13 with reference to 
the Gospel first preached to the Galatians on the occasion of Acts 13.51 

Acts 13:50; 14:5, 19 with 2 Tim. 3:11 Persecutions and sufferings 
specifically in the three cities of (Pisidian) Antioch, Lystra and Derbe 
were known to Timothy, who was a native of the area. While Acts is 
on almost any view independent of 2 Timothy, it would be disin- 
genuous to suppose that a pseudepigraphist contrived the 2 Timothy 
note from Acts.52 

Acts 14:15-17 with Rom. 1:19-23 The speech to a pagan audience 
uses a ‘natural theology’ akin to Paul's own words in Romans (W).53 

Acts 14:19 with 2 Cor. 11:25 Paul had been stoned once before the 
date of writing 2 Corinthians. In this case the epistolary reference is 
certainly the earlier written, but Acts is generally acknowledged to be 
independent of it. Conversely, Paul tells us of more sufferings than 
we know from the restrained and selective account in Acts: natural 
perils and banditry were generally outside its scope, and it tends 
rather to play down spiritual conflict than otherwise. Cf. on Acts 
16:22-23 below. 

Acts 15:1 (cf. 15:24) with Gal. 1:7 This probably concerns the visit 
of Judaizers to Antioch and to Galatia, at a time when Paul and Bar- 
nabas were spending an extended time in Antioch (14:28), providing 
the occasion for the writing of Galatians on the eve of Paul's third 
Jerusalem visit, also prompted by the same crisis. This is the most 
natural and sequential restoration, which may be defended in detail, 
though much disputed. This involves setting aside the commonly 


51 Itis unnecessary at this point to make specific defence of the South Galatian 
view on which some of our other points depend, for Gal. 4:13 speaks of Paul's 
first coming to Galatia (see on Acts 13:14 above), and Acts 13 ostensibly corres- 
ponds with the first occasion when Paul reached territory so designated in what 
is normal, documented usage. 

52 Harrison, The Problem of the Pastorals, pp. 124-25 and App. IV, accepts this as 
genuinely Pauline, contra e.g. A.T. Hanson, The Pastoral Letters, pp. 94-95, who 
sees other difficulties. 

53 See especially B. Gartner, The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation (Lund: 
C.W.K. Gleerup and Copenhagen: Ejnar Munksgaard, 1955). 
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assumed equivalence Acts 15 = Gal. 2 (thus W). The point is so 
crucial as to require a separate chapter, but the usual identification 
will not figure in the resultant reconstruction to be argued in this 
book. (Cf. Acts 15:24 with Gal. 1:7; 5:10, W). 

Acts 15:1, 5 with Gal. 2:12; 5:2-6; 6:12-15 The circumcision of Gen- 
tile converts is the central issue here, whereas in Rom. 2:4 circum- 
cision is treated in a more detached way, as the mark of the Jew and 
of the Jewish Law. Galatians seems to reflect the sharp initial conflict, 
and Romans a later stage of the controversy, when the focus had 
shifted. In our view, the delivery of the Apostolic Decree marked the 
closure of this first phase, but the controversy persisted on slightly 
different grounds. Therefore this passage of Acts can be seen to con- 
nect specifically with the situation reflected in Galatians. 

Acts 15:13 ff. with Gal. 1:19; 2:12; 1 Cor. 15:7 all reflect the special 
influence of James in the Jerusalem church, though not the same im- 
mediate occasion. James seems to have been the recognized chairman 
and the object of deference. There is no reason to polarize relations 
between Paul and James, to whom Paul refers favourably, but there 
were no doubt tensions between different perspectives, and an essen- 
tially eirenical work like Acts does not deny the sharpness of the pre- 
sent issue. 

Acts 15:20, 29 The injunctions against el8w\é8uta and tropvela may 
be compared with Paul's treatment of these problems at Corinth, in 1 
Cor. 8:1-13; 10:18-30 and 1 Cor. 5:1; 6:12-20; etc. respectively. These 
things, conjoined in the preferred reading of Acts with ritual matters, 
are basic stumbling-blocks to a modus vivendi of Jew with Gentile in 
the primitive situation, only later adapted to a more abstractly moral 
and spiritual rule. Paul met two of these issues acutely at Corinth. 
The fact that he chose to handle them differently, without reiterating 
the Jerusalem Decree in a new situation, is not the present point. It is 
simply that these issues are paralleled in Acts and Paul as crucial to 
the primitive context. 

Acts 16:1 with 2 Tim. 3:11 Timothy was apparently from Lystra. 
The appeal in 2 Timothy is apparently not so much to shared exper- 
iences as to Timothy's first acquaintance with Paul's sufferings, ob- 
served in his own home district. 

Acts 16:1 also with 2 Tim. 1:5 which names Timothy's believing 
mother and grandmother. 

Acts 16:3 The circumcision of Timothy, at first sight startling after 


°4 For this view see generally F.F. Bruce, ‘Galatian Problems’, esp ‘1. Autobio- 
graphical Data’, BJRL 51 (1968-69), pp. 292-309; ‘2. North or South Galatians?’, 52 
(1969-70), pp. 243-66; ‘4. The Date of the Epistle’, 54 (1971-72), pp. 250-67; C.J. 
Hemer, ‘Acts and Galatians Reconsidered’, Themelios n.s. 2 (1976-77), pp. 81-88. 
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the controversy preceding, is consistent with Paul's remarkable flexi- 
bility in conciliation where the truth of the Gospel was not at stake. 
Cf. 1 Cor. 9:19-22. 

Acts 16:6 with Gal. 1:1 The expression hv Ppvylav kal Tadatikhv 
xwpav corresponds to the primary destination of the Galatian epistle, 
the district of Pisidian Antioch and Iconium (Acts 13-14), which to- 
gether with Lycaonia constituted the churches of (South) Galatia. See 
chapter 7. The delivery of the Apostolic Decree in the Galatian 
churches (cf. 16:4) is then seen as the agreed response to the challenge 
on which Paul had had to argue his case and authority in Galatians. 

Acts 16:12-40 with Philippians, which reflects Paul's long asso- 
ciation and care for this church (cf. e.g. Phil. 1:5). 

Acts 16:22-23 with 2 Cor. 11:25 Paul is beaten with rods (aB8iCetv), 
a characteristically Roman form of chastisement, presumably 
administered at Philippi by the lictors (baBSobxo1) attendant on the 
colonial duoviri. This is the only flogging we can place of the three to 
which Paul himself refers at the date of his writing. 

Acts 16:22-23 also with 1 Thess. 2:2, which relates the shameful 
treatment at Philippi immediately before coming to Thessalonica, in a 
letter ostensibly written within a few weeks or months of the events 
at Philippi (W). 

Acts 17:1-9 with 1, 2 Thess. The two Thessalonian epistles, both 
sent in the names of Paul, Silvanus (Silas) and Timothy, belong osten- 
sibly to the immediate aftermath of this first visit, and deal with 
misunderstandings consequent upon the incompleteness of Paul's 
teaching at his premature and enforced departure. 

Acts 17:5-9 with 1 Thess. 2:14 The sufferings of the Thessalonian 
Christians occurs in so short a space at the hands of their fellow-citi- 
zens, just as the churches of Judaea had suffered at the hands of their 
fellow-Jews (cf. also Acts 17:5). 

Acts 17:9 with 1 Thess. 2:18 Paul's reference to the hindrance of 
Satan may be connected with the binding over of Jason, apparently 
forced to be guarantor that Paul would not return, a point bearing on 
his use of an emissary and letters to supplement his work. 

Acts 17:14-15 with 1 Thess. 3:1-6 Silas and Timothy were left 
behind in Macedonia, Timothy in particular being sent back to Thes- 
salonica (1 Thess. 3:2), while Paul himself was alone in Athens. Ac- 
cording to Acts 18:5 they rejoined him at Corinth. 

Acts 17:28 with Tit. 1:12 The first citation in Acts belongs to the 
same traditional passage as that cited in Titus, which Clement of 
Alexandria (Strom. 1.14) attributes to Epimenides the Cretan. The 
common use of a pagan tag as a proof-text in the two writings might 
be taken on some recent views of the Pastorals to show a common 
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Lukan tendency. But by as good a right the correspondence may be 
claimed as Pauline. Paul quotes Greek verse in undisputed writings 
(1 Cor. 15:33), and an Epimenides background is otherwise em- 
bedded in the context of the Areopagus address. Cf. C, p. 118. 

Acts 18:2 Paul's meeting at Corinth with Aquila and Priscilla may 
be compared with the references to this couple in the Epistles, espe- 
cially the earliest instance, in 1 Cor. 16:19 where their special greetings 
are conveyed, as from people well known to the Corinthians. 

Acts 18:5 and 1 Thess. 3:6 concern the return of Timothy to Paul at 
Corinth. 

Acts 18:5 with 2 Cor. 1:19 Silas and Timothy are Paul's associates 
in his first preaching in Corinth. 

Acts 18:18 with Rom. 16:1 The incidental reference to Paul's action 
at Cenchreae may be set beside his commendation of Phoebe, who 
had been his valued helper. 

Acts 18:19 with 1 Cor. 16:19 Paul leaves Aquila and Priscilla at 
Ephesus, where they are still located as hosts of a church at the next 
chronological reference to them. 

Acts 18:27 with 1 Cor. 1:12; 3:6; 4:6 After the first meeting of 
Apollos with Aquila and Priscilla in Ephesus and their fuller instruc- 
tion of him, he goes to Achaia, and specifically to Corinth (Acts 19:1). 
Paul, writing to Corinth two or three years after the events of Acts, 
can speak of Apollos as his colleague and successor in Corinth. Apollos’ 
learning and eloquence is highlighted in both writings. He evidently 
did not countenance the factionalism which misused his name at Cor- 
inth, and Paul presses him to revisit Corinth (1 Cor. 16:12). 

Acts 19:1 Ta dvwtepikad pépn may refer to the hilly, overland direct 
route from the interior to Ephesus, thus explaining why Paul had ap- 
parently not set foot in the Lycus-valley cities (Col. 2:1). 

Acts 19:10 with Colossians and Philemon The spread of the gospel 
through associates of Paul beyond the apparent limits of his own 
travel is illustrated by the ministry of Tychicus and Epaphras to 
Colossae and its neighbours, where Paul seems not to have been in 
person (Col. 2:1) at the ostensible date of writing (AD 60 on my view). 

Acts 19:21 with the plans of Paul in 1 Cor. 16:3-8, developed later 
in 2 Cor. 8, 9. The ‘collection’ is never explicitly mentioned in Acts, 
but the occasion certainly is, and the intentions expressed in these 
two verses correspond. The planned visit to Achaia/Corinth served 
then both to organize the contribution there and to deal with the re- 
curring problems of the Corinthian church, factors which we know 
from the fuller evidence of the acknowledged epistles. This point 
stands in essence despite differing reconstructions of preceding visits 
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and letters of Paul and his associates to Corinth. The ‘collection’ 
receives implicit notice in Acts 24:17. 

Acts 19:22 Paul's sending of Timothy and Erastus into Macedonia 
is to be placed near the end of his Ephesian residence (c. 52-55). The 
Corinthian correspondence gives evidence for a previous visit of 
Timothy to Corinth from Ephesus (1 Cor. 4:17; 16:10) and also of Titus 
(2 Cor. 8:6; 12:18) as well as the ‘painful’ visit of Paul himself (2 Cor. 
2:1). The present mission to Macedonia is in advance of Paul's 
progress there to meet Titus (2 Cor. 2:13), from whom he anxiously 
awaited news of Corinth. 

Acts 19:23-41 with 1 Cor. 15:32; 2 Cor. 1:8-10 The Ephesian riot of 
Acts is to be aligned with the period of the allusions written at the 
end of Paul's Ephesian residence and its immediate aftermath. The 
incident recounted in Acts probably does not exhaust the violence of 
this period, nor its traumatic personal and spiritual effects on Paul. 
Where Acts is perhaps selective and restrained, Paul himself is 
reservedly allusive to events of which we presume the Corinthians 
were already informed. 

Acts 19:29 Aristarchus, a Macedonian, identified specifically in 
20:4 as a Thessalonian, and a companion of Paul on his voyage to 
Rome (27:2), is also mentioned in Col. 4:10 and Phlm. 24, both of 
which I take to have been written soon after arrival in Rome. 

Acts 20:1 with 2 Cor. 2:12-13 At least the first nine chapters of 2 
Corinthians seem to have been written from Macedonia at this stage, 
as the travel-plans outlined both in Acts 19:21 and 1 Cor. 16:5 begin to 
be fulfilled. 

Acts 20:2 with 1 Cor. 16:3 concern Paul's coming to Greece from 
Macedonia. 

Acts 20:3 with 1 Cor. 16:5 Paul's intention of staying, perhaps win- 
tering, in Corinth corresponds with the three months’ stay indicated 
in Acts, probably extending through the winter of 56-57. 

Acts 20:3 with Rom. 15:25 Romans appears to have been written at 
this point, on the eve of Paul's last departure for Jerusalem. 

Acts 20:4 presents a list of representatives of the churches of 
Greece and the Aegean area to accompany Paul in the delivery of the 
‘collection’. Cf. 1 Cor. 16:1-2; 2 Cor. 8, 9. 

Acts 20:4 with Rom. 16:21 Luke's Sopater of Beroea is probably the 
same as the more formally named Sosipater in Paul. He was one of 
the Macedonian representatives, presumably one of those whom Paul 
expected to bring with him to Corinth (2 Cor. 9:4) at the time of the 
writing of Romans. 

Acts 20:4 with Eph. 6:21 and Col. 4:7, etc. Tychicus was evidently a 
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faithful companion and emissary of Paul present with. him in Rome 
some three years later, and mentioned again, ostensibly yet later, in 
the Pastorals. The correlation here is only in the name, evidently de- 
noting the same person, an Asian in Acts, whose detailed movements 
at this time are known only from Acts. 

Acts 20:6-12 with 2 Cor. 2:12-13 Troas, at a focal point of communi- 
cation, was a strategic place where Paul had found an ‘open door’ a 
few months previously, and had not then felt able to stay. On his re- 
turn in Acts he seizes all available time, even beyond the scheduled 
sailing of the ship, in this city. 

Acts 20:19 with 1 Cor. 15:32 etc. and with Rom. 9-11 There is a hint 
in the Miletus speech of Paul's sufferings at Ephesus shortly before. 
Bruce (Acts, p. 378) suggests that the Jewish plots there had brought 
him face to face with the acuteness of the problem of Israel's unbelief, 
which he had recently dealt with in Rom. 9-11. 

Acts 21:20 A note in the eirenical account in Acts of the great num- 
ber of believers in Jerusalem who were ardent for the Jewish law, a 
fresh indication of the continuing problem to whose earlier phase the 
Galatian epistle had been addressed. 

Acts 21:23-24 with 1 Cor. 9:19-23 Paul is ‘all things to all men’. In 
particular he is seen in both passages as a practising Jew, who per- 
sonally keeps the Law, and is not properly open to criticism in the 
Jewish milieu. An over-simplified, antinomian view of Paul's views 
on justification may overlook his continuing devout Jewish piety. 

Acts 22:4, 7-8, 20 Paul is pictured as the former persecutor; see 
parallels under Acts 7:58, 60. Cf. 26:9-11. 

Acts 22:21 with Gal. 2:2, 7 Paul's calling is to the Gentiles. 

Acts 23:6 with Phil. 3:5 Paul was a Pharisee. Cf. Acts 26:5. 

Acts 24:17 with the references to the ‘collection’ (1 Cor. 16:1-4; 2 
Cor. 8, 9; Rom. 15:25-28) Paul here is represented as motivated by 
bringing offerings to his people in Jerusalem, as the occasion of his 
visit. Haenchen's comment here seems disingenuously hypercritical. 
It will suffice to quote his words: ‘It is only because we know about 
Paul's great collection from his letters that we recognize an allusion to 
it here; for Luke's readers that was not possible. That the collection 
was intended only for the Christian community and not for “his 
people” is likewise an obstacle which cannot be removed if we are 
looking here for absolutely reliable historical statements’ .55 

Acts 28:17 matches the implication in Romans of the presence of a 
Jewish (including Jewish-Christian) community in Rome before this 
date. It is not a matter of inconsistency with Acts 18:2; Claudius’ de- 
cree was evidently a dead letter upon the accession of Nero. The 


55 Haenchen, Acts, p. 655. 
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implication of Jews in Rome is to be taken from Romans (cf. e.g. Rom. 
9-11). 

Acts 28:30-31 Paul's Roman imprisonment can be correlated with 
the occasions of writing of the captivity epistles, Philippians being 
separated at some distance in time after the others, and reflecting the 
approach to a crisis which might result in death or life, presumably 
the trial terminating the d.etia. 

It will be evident how much in the foregoing correlations depends 
on views which might be widely disputed, and so may be thought to 
savour of special pleading. It should be noted, however, (1) that I 
have consistently used what seems the most probable reconstruction 
based on a straightforward, rather than a drastically reinterpreted, 
reading of the evidence, and (2) that these reconstructions cohere 
with the trend of a synthesis argued cumulatively through the book. 
They must of course still be justified on their merits; they are not ne- 
cessarily interdependent with that synthesis, nor are they authen- 
ticated simplistically by it. 


G. Latent internal correlations within Acts 


The examples we will present in this section are selective and unsys- 
tematic. They are of particular interest where they link incidentals in 
different sections of the book, which seem to derive from different 
categories of source material but point to a situational substratum to 
which both categories relate. 

2:29-30 with 13:22-23 The preaching about Jesus as descendant of 
David to a Jewish audience appears to be characteristic of the primi- 
tive Jewish period, while set here in significantly different sections of 
the book. 

3:11 with 5:12 It is implicit that Solomon's porch was a meeting- 
place of the Christians in the Temple, as according to John 10:23, 
Jesus had walked there with his disciples (cf. Acts 2:46). See also the 
Excursus. 

5:34 with 22:3 The great Gamaliel I is mentioned in Paul's defence 
as having been his mentor (cf. Phil. 3:5). 

7:48 with 17:24 Stephen's critique of conceiving God as dwelling in 
‘temples made with hands’ is reflected in words ascribed to Paul, on 
whom Stephen's words ostensibly made great impact. 

8:40 with 21:8 (cf. 6:5) Philip, designated clearly as one of the seven 
‘deacons’ of 6:5, is left at Caesarea and reappears at the same city, 
where he had his home. The case is an interesting latent connection 
between a ‘we-passage’ and material of presumably different origin, 
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across an ostensible time-span, c. AD 32-57. 

9:15 with 22:21 Ananias receives intimation of Paul's calling to the 
Gentiles. The first Jerusalem visit, to which 22:21 evidently refers, 
was quickly followed by the Tarsus residence (9:30), which gave 
opportunity to preach to the Gentiles. Cf. Gal. 1:21 with Gal. 2:2, 7-9. 

9:29-30 with 22:18 Paul's hasty departure from Jerusalem and 
rejection by Jews at the time of his calling to the Gentiles. 

11:19 with 15:3 The preaching to Jews in Phoenicia is reflected in 
the existence of a (Jewish) church there in 15:3, and later in Paul's 
visit to the church in Tyre (21:4), the last again in a ‘we-passage’. 

11:28 with 21:10 Agabus is another link between the ‘we-passages’ 
and earlier events. Bruce cites Lake and Cadbury on this prophet's 
sudden appearances and disappearances: ‘That is not fiction, but real 
life’ 56 

13:27 with 15:21 The stress is on regular Jewish preaching on the 
Sabbath in different kinds of context. 

15:1 with 21:21 We find recurrence of the circumcision controversy 
first apparent in Acts at 11:2 (cf. 10:45). The point is the more notable 
as Acts is often treated as an artificially eirenic document. Although 
settled in principle among the apostles at the Council, the issue was 
not then closed in the eyes of a large sector of Jewish believers. 

16:17 with 20:5 The first ‘we-passage’ ends at Philippi and the se- 
cond begins with a resumption at the same place. The ostensible in- 
ference is that the narrator spent the interval in that city.>” 

18:22 with 24:17 Paul's defence in the latter passage speaks of an 
interval of several years since visiting Jerusalem. Ostensibly this de- 
notes an interval between c. 52 and 57. For the implicit reference here 
to the collection cf. F, p. 189 and see on 20:4 below. 


56 Bruce, Acts, p. 388, citing Lake and Cadbury (BC 4.268). Harnack, Acts, p. 
204, objects to the fact that Agabus is introduced in 21:10 as though mentioned 
for the first time, and others have conjectured that Luke has taken over without 
change a first mention of Agabus in a ‘we-source’ (see Haenchen, p. 601). It 
seems hypercritical to find undue difficulty or significance in such verbal points. 
Haenchen (p. 602n) repeats Overbeck's difficulty that Paul acted against the 
guidance of the Spirit when he continued his journey, and that this consideration 
explodes not only v. 46 but also the entire Agabus scene. But Haenchen notes that 
Luke sees the warning only as prophetic announcement of coming events, not as 
directive guidance. To Overbeck's objection that Paul's journey is unmotivated 
anyhow, Haenchen responds that Luke makes it seem enigmatic by his silence 
about the ‘collection’. The circumstances of the collection are, however, implicit 
in Acts, though it is no part of Luke's purpose to stress it. Conversely, Haen- 
chen's comments implicitly recognize the Acts framework as conveying a variant 
account of the same events. 

5? The ends of the ‘we-sections’ are marked only by a formulaic disjunction be- 
tween ‘Paul’ and ‘us’ (16:17; 21:18; cf. TB 36 [1985], p. 81n.). 
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20:4 with 24:17 The persons mentioned in 20:4 may be understood 
as the delegates of various churches bearing the collection, and this 
again compares with the implicit reference of 24:17.58 Cf. F, p. 188. 

20:6 with 20:16 and 27:9 Paul's observance of Jewish feasts is impli- 
cit in all these passages (as in the variant reading of 18:18). 21:24-25 
reaffirms the Jerusalem apostles’ recognition of the freedom of Gen- 
tile converts from bondage to the law while attesting again Paul's 
personal care to observe it. 

21:18 with 27:1 The concluding formula of the second ‘we-passage’ 
(cf. 16:17) leaves the narrator in Jerusalem, and he reappears as a 
companion in Palestine when Paul sails as a prisoner from Caesarea. 

21:24 with 24:26 These and later references such as Paul's hiring of 
lodging in Rome, and indeed his standing and entourage as a pri- 
soner, indicate unexpectedly that Paul's financial state was more 
comfortable at this period than we might have supposed. This ap- 
parent change of circumstances is implicit and not easily explained .5? 

21:27 with 24:11 The note of time (12 days in the latter passage) 
seems to refer to the total period which Paul had spent in Jerusalem. 
Haenchen (following Schlatter) reckons the sequence of days on this 
basis, in accord with Luke's careful notes throughout. 

23:5-6 Paul's failure to recognize the high priest or indeed the divi- 
sion of parties represented in the Sanhedrin has often occasioned 
difficulty for the commentators. The implicit correlation here is nega- 
tive rather than positive, that Paul had not been physically present in 


58 We must refrain from pursuing here the correlations of the movements of 
members of the group, like Aristarchus and Timothy, for these lie more 
obviously on the surface of the narrative than the implicit allusions, which lock 
into underlying circumstances. The case of Timothy could be complicated by 
textual variants (cf. H, p. 198), but ostensibly he was sent to Macedonia in 19:22 
and is found there at Philippi in 20:4. As a Lystran he is then paired here with 
Gaius of Derbe. 

59 We cannot discount the possibility, raised by Haenchen (pp. 612-14), that the 
Jerusalem church, for whatever reason, actually refused the ‘collection’. But in 
such a case Paul, as we know him from his own letters, would have been scrupu- 
lous not to use on himself, even in the Lord's service, funds contributed for the 
Jerusalem church. 

60 Haenchen (p. 654); cf. Schlatter (Apostelgeschichte, p. 285n). Bruce's earlier 
opinion (Acts, p. 394 ad 21:27; cf. 424 ad 24:11) was that €yeddov in the former 
passage referred to the beginning of the seven-day period, so that the subsequent 
events were partly concurrent with that intended span. But Bruce changes his 
mind in Book of the Acts, p. 468n., preferring the option that Paul was arrested 
near the end of the week. This view, as presented by Haenchen, is followed also 
by Marshall (pp. 347, 376). It does clearer justice to the precise notes of time 
throughout, and concludes the period with Paul's departure from Jerusalem, not 
as in Bruce with his appearance before Felix. 
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Jerusalem for some five years, and that his preceding visits as a 
Christian had probably been discreet and private, even if he partici- 
pated unobtrusively in the crowded festivals. He had been effectively 
a stranger for twenty-five years to the religious leadership among 
whom he had been raised. 

23:6 with 24:15 The resurrection as a doctrine at the heart of Paul's 
message as presented in Acts may be widely paralleled. Here Paul's 
defence before Felix carries implicit reference to the Sanhedrin inci- 
dent and the common ground he shared with some of his hearers, a 
point made explicit in 24:20-21. This motif recurs through the book in 
different categories of material (2:24, 31; 3:15 etc. passim). It is inter- 
esting to note that this characterization of Paul's gospel as about the 
living Jesus is also put in the mouth of the outsider Festus (25:19). 

This selection will suffice to contribute a simple point to the argu- 
ment, that the book shows latent correlations across different classes 
of material which invite the explanation that their links are rooted in 
the situation rather than in a redactional stage. This point stands 
apart from the obvious and superficial observations that Luke is 
broadly self-consistent, and conversely that unresolved anomalies 
may be found by the diligent critic. 


H. Details involving differences between Alexandrian and Western texts 


1:23 €otnoav: the Western éotnoev (D itsig Augustine) makes Peter 
alone the subject, emphasizing his role in the appointment and re- 
flecting a later perspective. 

2:17-21 The text of the quotation from Joel agrees in B almost ex- 
actly with the LXX, where D has it in a form apparently adapted to its 
present occasion. Luke generally displays great faithfulness to the 
LXX text, but the problem here is complex, and has been variously 
resolved.6! 

3:11 The differences of text in this verse touch on the problem of 
the location of Solomon's porch. D makes it explicit that the apostles 
came out of the lepév again before the gathering of the crowd in the 
portico. This expansion clarifies the topographical sequence un- 
specified in the elliptical brevity of 8 A BC 81 al. Cf. G, p. 190 and 
Excursus, p. 224.62 

4:6 ‘lwdvins: D reads ‘Iwvdbas. ‘John’ and Alexander here are un- 
known. Jonathan, however, was the son of Annas who succeeded 
Caiaphas in 36 (Jos. Ant. 18.4.3. 95), and it is arguable that D gives 


61 See Metzger, Textual Comm., p. 295; Ropes, BC 3.16-19. 
62 The syntactical solecism in D does nothing to favour its originality. 
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either the original reading or an accurate correction. Yet the external 
evidence strongly favours ‘Iwavins.8 

5:18, 21 These are examples of a widespread type of Western ex- 
pansion, giving details which may be lively and picturesque, but are 
unnecessary to the bald narrative, that the high priests’ party went 
each to his own house, and that they got up early in the morning. 
These details may be seen as part of a tendency to smooth and ex- 
pand a narrative. Cf. e.g. 5:38-39; 11:2, 25-26; 12:23; 14:2, 7. 

7:43 A small point of substance appears in the Bezan harmoni- 
zation of étéxeiva to étl [tad pé]pn before BaBuddvos where the LXX 
of Amos 5:2 reads étéxetva Aapdokov. The rare word is evidently ori- 
ginal, and the correction is apparently made to adapt the words toa 
factual equivalence, for the Babylon area was certainly ‘beyond’ 
Damascus. 

11:20 The reference to ‘Hellenists’ in this verse poses complex 
problems highlighted in the contrast between EMnuiotds in B and 
“EdAnvas in D. This is not in fact a simple case of assessing a 
‘Western’ reading, for the great uncials show much confusion and the 
versions render the word as ‘Greeks’. The difficult ‘EAAnviotds is 
probably original, but is not to be given the same sense here as in 6:1 
or 9:29. If here ‘Greek-speakers’, they are apparently Gentiles, in 
contrast with Jews, not, as before, ‘Greek-speaking Jews’. As the term 
‘Hellenist’ seems to have been current only in the primitive period of 
the church (cf. E, pp. 175-76 and note 31), all the occurrences of 
“EMnvas seem to represent a secondary stage of interpretation. 

11:28 This Western expansion, otherwise unremarkable, is notable 
for the introduction of the first person plural (ovveotpappévav 8 
fHGv). This probably reflects the reviser's knowledge of the tradition 
that Luke was a native of Antioch.®© 


63 Thus the UBS Committee: Metzger reports a probability grade (C} for ‘John’. It 
is possible that Bezae corrected Luke's original ‘lwdvuns, or, conversely, that the 
more familiar name was substituted for an original ‘Iwvd6as. But it is most pro- 
bable that ‘John’ (or even Jonathan’) and Alexander were persons unknown to 
history but either well-known in their day or to the early church in particular. 
Both are of course common names. If they became Christian converts or sympa- 
thizers, this may give point to their mention, and perhaps indicate that they were 
the ultimate source of the account of the closed session of the Sanhedrin. The 
mention of such persons without further identification is consonant with the sup- 
position that writer and readers stand relatively close in time to the event, when 
the reference was still meaningful. 

64 The reading cited is the original reading of Bezae, where the facsimile has 
éwéxewva over a blurred deletion. The Latin has not been altered, and reads ‘in 
illas partes Babylonis’. 

65 Metzger, Textual Comm., p. 381, points out that ‘in Acts Codex Bezae is fond 
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12:10 The addition ‘seven steps’ reads like the kind of self-con- 
scious local colour generally absent from Luke's concise narrative. 
The description may, for all we know, be true of the actual or sup- 
posed place and so embody a tradition resting on pre-70 memory. But 
it is not to be taken as original (cf. Chap. 2, pp. 53-57). 

12:25 els ‘lepovoadnp: this difficult textual puzzle involves a 
difference between & B and D, which reads dm, but this is not a 
characteristically ‘Western’ reading. els is both strongly attested and 
difficult, for it seems to give the wrong sense. The correction to dé or 
é€ (A) is found in other textual traditions. There may have been a 
primitive textual corruption here.© 

13:8 Edvpas: this difficult name should be preferred to the Bezan 
reading 'Et(.)uas (Latin ‘Etoemas’). It is possible that the latter shows 
knowledge of, and influence from, the name of the Jewish Cypriot 
magician Atomos in Jos. Ant. 20.7.2.142, who was active at the same 
period. There is no ground for identifying the two. While we should 
argue strongly that Acts in its original form was not influenced by, 
and indeed antedates, Josephus, this possibility does arise here in the 
case of what we take to be a secondary revision. Even if there is such 
a link, it may of course be from another source independent of, or 
earlier than, Josephus. 

13:14 tiv TIov8iav must be preferred to tijs Tio8ias. See the 
excursus, pp. 228f. below. The better attested reading is surely ori- 
ginal and the Western a revision due either to false assumption or 
reflecting much later arrangements. 

13:33 ‘The Second Psalm’: D stands apart here from all the other 
uncials in ascribing the reference to the first psalm, and patristic evi- 
dence for the reading tpwtw is also very impressive. The choice is 
complicated by the fact that the oldest available reading, that of p*5, is 
Tos wadyois, and there are variations in the word order with both 
numerals. The reading tpwtw appears to reflect rabbinical exegesis 
that counted the first two psalms of our reckoning as one.§7 The de- 
cision here is difficult, but UBS (with probability {D}), Bruce and 
Haenchen accept Seutépw. The possibility that D offers a reworked 
revision in the light of a different reckoning is consonant with its 
extended continuation of the LXX citation. 

14:13 The ‘priest’ of Zeus: the Bezan text has ‘priests’. This reading, 


of the verb avotpégetv, which it introduces in 10:41; 11:28; 16:39; 17:5.’ 

66 See the discussions in Metzger, pp. 398-400, Bruce, pp. 251-52. The UBS text re- 
tains els, after long deliberation, and with probability {D}. Ropes (BC 3.114) and 
Haenchen (p. 387) treat els as a Hellenistic equivalent for év and offer renderings 
based on that. 

67 See Metzger, Textual Comm., pp. 412-14. 
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especially when taken in conjunction with other Western variants in 
the immediate context, is very attractive. Ramsay argued for it, 
noting four such nuances, that great temples in Asia Minor did 
possess colleges of priests, that the idiomatic phrase tod évtos Atdés 
tpd mdXews is a characteristic formulation, that ém6ve.v denotes a 
special, additional sacrifice, and that 5 6eds (cf. Tov Bedv in v. 15) was 
the regular phrase in allusion to the god of a local temple.68 Calder 
further published an inscription from Sedasa, near Lystra, which 
mentions together three priests of Zeus.6? Ramsay's two latter points 
are suspect: his special sense of ém@ve.v is dubious, and the insertion 
of Tov 6eév is natural in reference to ‘God’ (not the local Zeus). The 
Western reading is still attractive, if only on the two former consi- 
derations. But its attractiveness is not tantamount to an argument for 
originality. In this case the plausible details might as easily be the 
work of a reviser.70 

14:25 D adds a note of preaching undertaken in Attalia before 
returning to Antioch. But this is likely to be pious addition, for Attalia 
was the coastal port, where a coastal vessel could give a passage, and 
its mention serves only as point of departure. 

15:20, 29 The textual problems of the Apostolic Decree are complex 
and cannot be treated here. The best kind of solution seems to be that 
which abides by the fourfold prohibition with its ambivalence be- 
tween ritual and ethical regulations, and interprets this as a necessary 
basis for a modus vivendi of Jew with Gentile, in which the ethical 
and cultural spheres were intertwined.”7! The insertion of the 


68 Ramsay, SPTR, p. 118. 

69 ‘A Cult of the Homonades’, CR 24 (1910), pp. 76-81 (p. 77), cited by Wiken- 
hauser, p. 363; ‘The “Priest” of Zeus at Lystra’, Expos 7th ser. 10 (1910), pp. 148- 
55. Calder argues further that this inscription refers to the same cult as that im- 
plied in another dedication of Sedasa, cf. C, p. 111 above. 

70 Several arguments on this point are suspect. Blass, often a champion of D, 
protests against the idea of a college of priests (Metzger, Textual Comm., p. 423). 
Ropes defends B on the ground that the ‘unhellenic’ phrase rot Atds tod byTos 
Tpd THis Téews may reflect a Semitic original. But there is no probability that 
this narrative in a Gentile setting ever had a Semitic original, and others have ex- 
plained it as derived from the D-form. Haenchen's objection (p. 427n) that the in- 
scriptions associating Zeus and Hermes are of the third century is in any case 
hypercritical: the continuity of religious cults in Anatolia is a point on which we 
can usually be confident, whatever later accretions they may assimilate. A dif- 
ferent argument for émvevv is raised by G.D. Kilpatrick's interesting suggestion 
that the compound denotes ‘pagan sacrifice’ (ZNW 74 [1983], pp. 151-53), a de- 
velopment in Biblical Greek. But even if this sense be accepted, it would be quite 
in the manner of a reviser to spell out the obvious. 

71 This generalized type of solution will stand, however we interpret topvela, 
where both ethical and ritual and cultural causes of offence were conjoined even 
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negative Golden Rule then betrays a secondary development, of 
ethical teaching abstracted from the specific situation which called 
forth the particular grouping of provisions. 

15:34 This verse is rightly omitted by modern critical texts, and is 
explained as an interpolation to explain the presence of Silas in An- 
tioch in v. 40. The Bezan version is further expanded with a reference 
to Judas travelling alone. But its intrusive character is evident, and 
while smoothing the elliptical narrative it conflicts with the statement 
of v. 33. 

16:12 The famous crux in the text and interpretation of mpu7™m (Tis) 
wepiBos (or Tpatns peplSos) touches only indirectly on the Western 
text question. D reads kedadn (Lat. caput). This reading is certainly 
secondary, and factually incorrect; Philippi was certainly not the 
‘capital’ of Macedonia. Cf. C, pp. 113-14, esp. n. 31. 

18:7 éxei6ev: the D reading amd tot ’Akbda appears to be an erro- 
neous attempt at interpretation. Paul moved from the synagogue, not 
from Aquila's house. This case tells heavily against the attribution of 
the D revision to Luke himself. 

18:21 Mention of the Feast as the occasion of Paul's haste to leave 
Ephesus may well be correct as an inference, but seems to have 
originated as an addition by the Western reviser. 

19:9 Paul's teaching in the school of Tyrannus (D ‘Tyrannius’) is 
the occasion of the interesting addition ‘from the fifth hour to the 
tenth’, a probable enough reflection of Paul's using the premises 
during the midday siesta, but not likely to be original. 

19:14, 16 A problem is often felt in the switch from émTd_ to dydo- 
Tépwv, unless the latter word is taken as equivalent to tdvtwv. In- 
teresting, but not persuasive is the suggestion of G.M. Lee72 that dp- 
dotépwv denotes ‘both categories’ of exorcists, using the wording of 
the Bezan text to distinguish the (there unnumbered) sons of Sceva 
from a separate grouping in v. 13. Lee however holds a view akin to 
that of Blass that the Western version was a Lukan first draft. This 
mention of dydotépwv is by no means clear even in the D text, and the 
context, here as elsewhere, bears marks of secondary expansion or 
smoothing, not of first draft prolixity. 

19:28 Bezae adds 8payidvtes els Td GydoSov, a vivid detail which 
may be topographically accurate if the word be taken to refer to the 
great harbour-avenue represented in the present ruins by the recon- 
struction under Arcadius (late 4th AD). This however was a familiar 
piece of local colour, which may have been well known to a reviser. 


in varying technical or non-technical senses of the word. 
72 ‘The Seven Sons of Sceva (Acts 19, 13-16)’, Biblica 51 (1970), p. 237. 
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20:4Tatos AepBatos: D reads Tatos AovuBlé)ptos. Doberus was a 
Macedonian city not far from Philippi. This case has been variously 
evaluated. It seems probable that the Western reading was a change 
made under influence of the reference in 19:29 to a Macedonian 
Gaius. But the name is exceedingly common, and it may be just the 
point to distinguish this man from the bearer of the same name men- 
tioned previously. And as this Gaius is coupled with Timothy, pro- 
bably of Lystra, the sequence fits the assembling of those who repre- 
sented various groups of Gentile churches.73 

20:15 The mention of a stop at Trogyllium is geographically appro- 
priate and entirely plausible. It could have been insertion by one 
familiar with the route, to heighten the local colour, or it could be an 
original phrase which was dropped, perhaps accidentally, in early 
copies. While widely attested, and passing into the Byzantine text, it 
is absent from the great uncials, and the weight of evidence may be 
deemed against it. It has however the best claim of any Western 
reading to transmit independently a significant factual detail.”4 

21:1 It seems most probable that the reference to Myra, again geo- 
graphically appropriate, has been added in assimilation to 27:5. If a 
swift passage were secured at the port first mentioned, and a direct 
crossing made (Statepav) without coasting stops, and with regular 
favouring winds, a stop at Myra would be unnecessary. 

21:16 The Western text-type locates the lodging with Mnason 
(Ndowvi D) in ‘a certain village’ en route for Jerusalem. This reading 
is strongly defended by Blass but rejected by Ropes as ‘inherently 
highly improbable’.”> A reviser aware of the distance from Caesarea 
to Jerusalem may have seen the need of an overnight stop and have 
adapted the mention of Paul's host to the assumption that he fulfilled 
this service.76 


73 Cf. Haenchen, pp. 52-53. Metzger (Textual Comm., pp. 475-76) gives {C} pro- 
bability for AepBdios. The Western reading here is however widely accepted, the 
names of Clark, Streeter, Lagrange, Williams, Zuntz and Bruce being mentioned. 
But AoBiptos (or variants) was not such a ‘difficult’ reading in the early church, 
when the name was more familiar than it is to us, and would be suggested as the 
specific city of a ‘Macedonian’ by a reviser thinking to amend AepBaios . The same 
kind of inferential specification appears immediately afterwards in the Western 
designation of ‘Eutychus’ (Tychicus) and Trophimus as 'E¢éovot, not merely 
’Aovavol, a change explainable in the latter case from 21:29. It is an attractive pos- 
sibility, if currently unfashionable, to suggest that Luke himself, the tacit ‘first 
person’, represented the Philippian church. 

74 UBS prefers the shorter reading, with probability rating {(C}. See Metzger, p. 
478. 

75 Blass, Philology of the Gospels, pp. 128-31, Ropes BC 3.204. 

7%6 Interesting circumstantial arguments of opposite tendency have been urged: 
by Blass that it would be odd for Paul to be dependent on a stranger's hospitality 
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27:5 The Western text adds &' thepav Sexdrevte. This could well 
be a realistic estimate of the time taken by a ship battling with ad- 
verse winds. Ropes defends its originality, supposing it to have been 
an accidental omission from the B-text.”7 But the great weight of 
textual evidence is against it, and it is the type of information added 
by the kind of reviser who tried to leave nothing to the reader's ima- 
gination. It may be a well-informed guess.78 

28:16 Western witnesses add the significant statement that the cen- 
turion delivered the prisoners to the ‘stratopedarch’, and the expan- 
sion passed into the Byzantine text. The point merits note, as any 
information to be gleaned about the circumstances of Paul's Roman 
captivity may prove important to the historical puzzles surrounding 
the end of Acts. If accepted, at least as a secondary vehicle of authen- 
tic information, a problem remains over the technical Roman identifi- 
cation of the officer designated ‘stratopedarch’, whether the princeps 
peregrinorum (Mommsen, Harnack, Ramsay) or the praetorian pre- 
fect, at this time the famous Afranius Burrus (Zahn, Haenchen) or his 
subordinate the princeps castrorum (Sherwin-White).79 But the 


at Jerusalem, and by Ropes that this emphasis on a village-stay would be futile 
and insignificant when the whole focus was on their destination. It is not neces- 
sary to infer that Mnason was a stranger to Paul, only that Luke needed to intro- 
duce him to his readers. Wherever located, he may have been significant to Luke 
as an informant, though Ramsay's attribution of the stories of Aeneas and Dorcas 
to his authority (BRD p. 309n) is an unwarranted speculation, perhaps coloured 
by building on ideas of the origins of churches in the country west of Jerusalem 
as derived from Western readings here and in 11:2. See Bruce, Acts, pp. 389-90. 

77 Ropes, BC 3.241; cf. Lake and Cadbury, BC 4.326-27. 

78 ‘Western’ attestation is generally weakened in these latter chapters by the de- 
ficiency of Bezae, and I am limiting my choice of examples. Omission might pos- 
sibly be explained here by parablepsis, from the homoioarkton of &a-. Metzger 
(Textual Comm., p. 497) gives probability {B} for the shorter text. 

79 See especially Bruce, Acts, p. 476; Haenchen, p. 718; Sherwin-White, RSRL, 
pp. 108-11. Cf. Mason, Greek Terms, pp. 13, 86. According to Sherwin-White the 
office of princeps peregrinorum is known in the time of Trajan, but not apparently 
earlier, and the frumentarii under his command are not known to have assumed 
police-duties until later. The princeps castrorum, as head administrator in the 
Praetorian Guard, is also not known at Rome before Trajan (ILS 9189), but a 
corresponding office existed in the organization of a legion from the time of 
Claudius (princeps praetorii legionis). There are inscriptions which appear to 
support a similar identification. Thus a bilingual text of Amastius in Pontus 
(IGRR 3.1432, 2nd-3rd AD) refers to a centurion primipilaris and praef(ectrus) 
kastro(rum) leg(ionis) XIII gem(inae), rendered in Greek as TpeipitetdAaply, | 
(]tpatom[e]Sdpxn dAey(eGvos) ty' (lines 3-4, 15-16). This man was also 
trecenarius, that is centurion in command of the 300 speculatores distributed 
among the praetorian cohorts. Reference to ‘stratopedarchs’ are preserved 
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longer version, and the peculiarly ‘Western’ addition €&w tTijs tapep- 
BoAfjs, bear the marks of a smoothing of the narrative apparent so 
often before as a revision technique, and the word may be imprecise. 
Metzger gives rating {B} in favour of the shorter version.®° It is still a 
real question where exactly in Rome responsibility lay for Paul's cus- 
tody and trial, but we should avoid attempting a premature short cut 
through extrapolation from the terminology of what may be an infer- 
ential and unspecific statement. Identifications in the Latin versions 
may be of real, if secondary, interest, as representing ancient inferen- 
tial solutions, which may have had the advantage of residual know- 
ledge of the practices of Paul's day.8! 

In the foregoing samples we have focused specifically on cases 
where Western readings involve additional or discrepant factual 
details. The generalized conclusion from these gleanings must be that 
in no case can we with confidence take a Western reading as a basic 
datum. In some places a secondary text may preserve correct tradi- 
tions or inferences, but they cannot be given higher status, nor be 
used as a convenience to suit an argument. Yet the type has an early 
pedigree as a revision; its antecedents can be traced to the second 
century.82 The reviser had some knowledge of Asia Minor, as pas- 
sages touching Lystra, Ephesus, Trogyllium and elsewhere can show.83 
elsewhere. The man in SEG 17 (1960) 584, of Attalia in Pamphylia (2nd AD) had 
also been primipilaris in one legion and stratopedarch in another. Cf. also PLond 
2.196.5 (AD 138-161), with F.G. Kenyon's note; MAMA 6.97 (Heraclea ad 
Salbacum). Sherwin-White, however, cautions against the identification of the 
praefectus castrorum, here equated with otpatomeSdpxns, with the princeps prae- 
torii legionis (=princeps castrorum), which he accepts here (p. 110 n.3). There is 
much need for caution in identifying officials, especially in literature, where 
Atticistic fashion sometimes favoured the stylistically acceptable, rather than the 
formally accurate, term (Jos. BJ 6.4.3.238 and Lucian, de Hist. Conscrib. 22 are not 
informative). The term otpatoteSdpxns also underwent change of application in 
later imperial times (see Mason, Greek Terms, p. 13), and in OGIS 605 it 
designates a man of consular, not centurial, rank (Heliopolis [Baalbek], AD 440). 
80 Metzger, Textual Comm., p. 501. 

81 Thus the 13th century Codex Gigas, representing the Old Latin, gives the ren- 
dering princeps peregrinorum, a version going back to an identification pre- 
sumably current in the early church, if later than the first century. 

82 Metzger, Textual Comm., p. xviii. 

83 It might be expressed in terms of our present categorization by saying that the 
Western text seems to offer some details of B or C-type classification, such as 
suggest local knowledge, at least of parts of Asia Minor. But isolated cases of this 
kind, mingled with much gratuitous expansion and some erroneous or un- 
focused changes do not suffice to give the variants the status of widely integrated 
and unstudied accuracy, such as impresses me progressively as characterizing 
the uninterpolated text. 
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A residual danger lies in the converse possibility that we have too 
simplistically narrowed the options in favour of a preference for the 
Alexandrian text, thereby ignoring the inherent complexity of the 
textual question to circumscribe the field of action where some 
eclectic fluidity is inevitable. That may be so, but the study of detail 
persuades me inductively that the truth lies generally on the side of 
what is here taken to be the more usual representative of the original 
text. It is the way of caution, and it is a gain to have been able to 
clarify our stance on this facet of this complex task. The revision is 
still significant. While itself so early, its existence, if rightly explained, 
presupposes an even earlier version which its editor used with a sur- 
prising freedom. 

There remain cross-currents where the D-text omits rather than 
adds. Such cases as the naming of Damaris (17:34) or the prominence 
of the Beroean women (17:12) may have been the subject of deliberate 
omission.84 Elsewhere the Western type concurs in its testimony to 
an early reading like EvpaxtAwv (27.14) against Byzantine witnesses. 


J. Unstudied Allusions 


By ‘unstudied allusions’, we have in mind matters that are mentioned 
by the author in such an informal or allusive way as to make it highly 
unlikely that they have been consciously included. Where these 
details of geographic knowledge etc. are accurate, they imply a 
familiarity with the places and perhaps time period. The cases which 
might be included in this category have often been treated pre- 
viously, and the few samples following are chosen simply to illustrate 
how they (and many other materials) might be regarded from this 
perspective. 

13:14 ‘The Pisidian Antioch’ is an informal manner of allusion to a 
city of Phrygia on the Pisidian border. See the excursus, p. 228 below. 

13:28 Pilate is presented as known by reputation to a Jewish 
audience in the Diaspora. 


84 It might be argued further that redaction-criticism is more easily applied to 
the D-text than to the B-text, for the very reason that it represents the revision of 
an archetype more nearly reproduced by B. Judgement that Codex Bezae is un- 
favourable to women or shows other theologically-motivated tendencies is then 
amenable to comparative assessment. See generally Epp, Theological Tendency. 

The virtue of brevity in an original text may also be related to the practical 
constraints placed on a writer by the length of a papyrus roll. Acts as it stands is 
the longest writing in the New Testament and the tightest fit for a roll. It is easier 
to explain a longer edition as arising in the context of the codex-torm, which was 
an early introduction in the history of the New Testament text, the earliest sur- 
viving fragment, p52 (=PRyl 3.457), being from a codex leaf. 
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14:6, 8, 21; 16:1-2 These verses show the heteroclitic declension of 
‘Lystra’. 

15:23 Antioch is grouped under a common article with Syria and 
Cilicia, the double province whose capital it was. 

16:6 The notorious phrase ‘Phrygian and Galatian country’ is to be 
taken as an informal allusion to a definite entity, and the difficult re- 
sumptive phrase ‘the Galatian country and Phrygia’ in 18:23 is pro- 
bably to be taken as partly repeating the allusion. 

17:19, 22 "Apetos td'yos is used informally of the council, and there 
is a natural shift into the one-word derivative form ‘Apeotayttns in 
17:34, an interesting and distinctive example paralleled in many uses 
of names and ethnic-type adjectives. 

17:28 The citation of Greek poetry displays a latent appropriate- 
ness to the occasion, first the lines attributed to Epimenides, the Cre- 
tan seer associated by tradition with altars to ‘unknown gods’ at 
Athens, and then of Aratus of Soli, a Stoic poet born close to Paul's 
native Tarsus. The links here are significantly Pauline and situational, 
not Lukan and redactional, and others are embedded in the scene. 

19:1 The ‘upper country’ is a likely allusion to travel to Ephesus by 
a direct hill-road across the hinterland. 

19:27, 34, 35, 37 Titles and designations of Artemis are placed in 
the mouths of her Ephesian devotees, and illustrated from the in- 
scriptions. Note the characteristic } 86s. 

21:3, as contrasted with 27:4 Luke comments on sailing south of 
Cyprus on the direct eastward journey, and under its lee in the face of 
the adverse winds on the return. This must have been quite normal, 
but the manner of reference may be taken to reflect the record of one 
who had experienced the difference for the first time. 

27:5 The sea of ‘Cilicia and Pamphylia’: a natural grouping for a 
unitary stage of the journey along the south coast of Asia Minor. 

27-28 The voyage and shipwreck passim, in which many refer- 
ences savour of direct experience or hearsay information about termi- 
nology or about a regular port unvisited on this occasion (Phoenix, 
27:12), or of nautical procedures perhaps imperfectly appreciated by 
the careful reporter (27:17, 40 etc.). See C, pp. 108-58 passim. 


K. Differences of formulation within Acts 


Our aim in this section is to note any differences of terminology 
which may provide clues for different types of sources. This is a 
rather specialized category where judgment may be difficult. I can do 
no more than indicate the existence of the problem. In some cases the 
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differences may be due to different sources, but elsewhere differences 
of contextual nuance may offer a sufficient explanation. Pauline 
usage is occasionally important as offering comparative and illus- 
trative material. It will be convenient here to list examples under 
names rather than passages. 

Achaia, Macedonia, Greece: ‘Achaia’ appears always to denote the 
Roman province both in Acts and Paul; the older Greek geographical 
application to a territory on the southern shore of the Corinthian Gulf 
is unused. Gallio was specifically proconsul of the province (18:12). In 
18:27, as commonly in Paul (1 Cor. 16:15; 2 Cor. 9:2; 11:10), Achaia is 
named where its capital Corinth is primarily in view. In 19:21, as in 
Rom. 15:26 and 1 Thess. 1:7,8, Macedonia and Achaia are coupled as a 
pair of provinces together comprising approximately the entity 
known then and now as ‘Hellas’. This latter name occurs in the New 
Testament only at Acts 20:2, apparently as an informal territorial de- 
scription of (southern) Greece, again perhaps primarily Corinth. The 
term ‘Macedonia’ is less easily categorized, for the provincial and 
geographical senses fall nearly together, but allusion to apepls (or 
possibly to ‘the first pepis’) in 16:12 is to a specifically provincial sub- 
division, and the same nuance is in view in the coupling with Achaia. 
Nothing in this complex suggests different sources. Semantic 
variations are contextual, with some fluctuation between the formal 
and informal. 

Asia: twelve out of eighteen New Testament occurrences of this 
name are in Acts, if we exclude two cases confined to Western 
expansions. Many contradictory things have been written about its 
meaning.85 There is no case, either in Acts or elsewhere, where it 


85 In three different contexts and when making different points Haenchen 
argues for or assumes three different understandings of ‘Asia’: (1) ‘Asia Minor’ in 
JTC 1 (1965), p. 82 = ‘Kleinasien’ in the corresponding ZTK 58 (1961), p. 347; (2) 
the continent of Asia in JTC 1 (1965), p. 82n, a footnote on the same page; and (3) 
an apparently smaller area focused on the west coast (wrongly equated with the 
‘Asia’ of Rev. 1) in Acts, p. 484n. Only in arguing against Dupont for the con- 
tinental view does he cite evidence. This evidence might in fact be greatly ex- 
tended, but is almost always restricted to geographical contexts where continents 
are specifically indicated, in contradistinction with ordinary usage. See my dis- 
cussion and evidence cited in TB 26 (1975), pp. 99-100. An interesting epi- 
graphical example of the continental sense is in I. Smyrna, 1.536 (= IGRR 4.1445 
= CIG 3311, of Smyrna, Ist AD), in the personal bibliography of a medical, 
historical and geographical writer. Inscriptions referring to provincial Asia or its 
officials, or of outlying parts of Phrygia and Mysia designated as of ‘Asia’ may be 
numbered in hundreds. It will be ample to cite a few interesting specimens of 
comparable date: IGRR 4.144, of Cyzicus (time of Tiberius), 188, of Poemanenum 
in Mysia (1st BC), 644, of Acmonia in Phrygia (1st AD), 779-80, of Apamea in 
Phrygia (early 2nd AD). At Sardis ol éml tijs ‘Aolas “EdAnves honour one of 
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may not be taken of the province Asia, though some examples in 
Acts are not explicit, or ‘Asia’ may be used informally where the 
great cosmopolitan centre of Ephesus was mainly in view. This essen- 
tially ‘provincial’ view is confirmed by the whole thrust of first 
century epigraphical usage. A test case is Acts 16:6, which may be ex- 
plained as of the province. The point is that Mysia, and also Troas, 
were in ‘Asia’ in this sense. Paul was not forbidden to travel in it, in- 
deed his westward progress entailed that, but was forbidden to 
preach there. They were ‘passing by’ Mysia (mape\@évtes). Further, 
the ethnic ’Ac.avés, occurring only at Acts 20:4, groups two men, one 
later designated an Ephesian (21:29). This might of course apply to 
‘Asia’ in a narrower sense, and Ephesus was ‘Asia’ par excellence, but 
the ethnic is common in the inscriptions, and is used habitually of the 
current provincial sense. The real question here is more about the 
earlier references in 2:9 and 6:9. While there is nothing to exclude 
pressing the provincial sense here too, the passages rest on earlier 
information, and Luke may have lacked the contextual knowledge to 
place the persons more exactly. 

Jerusalem (‘Tepooddupa / Tepovoadry): this is an interesting case of 
diverse forms of the same name in Acts, but the indications are suffi- 
cient that the difference is contextual, and in a degree theological, and 
spans the ostensible division between the early and later chapters and 
the ‘we passages’ (Cf. Excursus, pp. 239-40). 

Hellenist: we have argued above (p. 194) that this term of the 
primitive church bears a different meaning in 11:20 from that in 6:1 
and 9:29, but the difference is contextual and gives no base for further 
conclusions. Otherwise the word “Env is characteristically opposed, 
explicitly or implicitly, to ‘Jew’ alike in Acts, John and Paul (opposed 
to ‘barbarian’ in Rom. 1:14). 

Jew, Hebrew, Israelite: Moulton and Geden list 79 entries for ‘Jew’ 
in Acts, the large majority in a neutral sense of members of an eth- 
nic/religious community, but sometimes of Paul's opponents among 
them (9:22-23; 13:45, 50 etc.), qualified as ol dmetOjoavtes ‘TovSatot in 
14:2 (cf. 14:4). This difference of application is probably purely con- 
textual, the adverse uses being far fewer than in John, where contro- 
versy with Jesus' opponents among the Jewish leaders is more promi- 
nent. ‘EBpaios occurs only at 6:1, for Hebrew-speaker, and ‘Israelite’ 
five times as a complimentary form of address, throughout the book. 

Phrygia: forms or derivatives of the name occur at 2:10; 16:6; 18:23. 
their body designated ’Aotavév (IGRR 4.1756.113-16, of 5 BC), and at Apamea 
again the people of Apollonia and Rhyndacum, on Paul's route across Mysia, 


make a dedication in which the two areas are linked under the aegis of ‘Asia’ 
(IGRR 4.787, early 2nd AD). 


Chapter 5 Evidence from Historical Details in Acts 205 


The two latter are specific designations: 16:6 as embedded in a phrase 
denoting ‘Phrygia Galatica’, a territory including Pisidian Antioch 
and Iconium; 18:23 more obscure because of its resumptive brevity, 
perhaps denoting the areas of Lycaonia and of Phrygia comprised 
within the province of Galatia. But most of Phrygia was in provincial 
Asia, and the term ‘Phrygia Asiane’ is attested.86 These phrases, 
however, seem to use the term in a different sense from 2:10, where 
Phrygia is mentioned as an item separate from Asia. This difference 
may be taken as having a significant bearing on the source question. 
Luke had information about a person or persons from Phrygia pre- 
sent at the day of Pentecost, but lacked access to a context by which 
to assimilate the geographical list to a common pattern or to know 
which part of Phrygia. ‘Phrygia’ is then a territorial name without 
political status at this date, but grouped with provincial names and 
provincial ethnics. 

The list of nations at Pentecost: most of these names offer no com- 
parative material within the book. They should however be under- 
stood of Diaspora Jews resident in the areas mentioned and speaking 
indigenous languages or divergent dialects, whether of Greek or 
Semitic or other. It may be noteworthy, for instance, within the pre- 
dominantly Greek-speaking regions, that aberrant Greek dialects 
persisted in Pamphylia and in Crete, and a distinct language in 
Phrygia.8” The selection and formulation here seems to have been 
controlled by the availability of information. 

Familiar personal names: there seems to be a fairly general 


86 Whereas the term ‘Phrygia Galatica’ is inferential, and nowhere extant, its 
viability is indicated by comparison with ‘Pontus Galaticus’ as distinct on one 
hand from ‘Pontus Polemoniacus’ outside the original extent of this province and 
the Pontus which was coupled with Bithynia as a double-province in its own 
right. All these are attested on many inscriptions (e.g. CIL 3.6818.5-6, of Pisidian 
Antioch, for Pontus Galaticus and Polemonianus [undated]; CIL 5.2.8660, of 
Concordia in Venetia, for Lycaonia An[tiochliana, as distinct from Lycaonia 
Galatica [AD 166}). 

87 For Pamphylian dialect see originally W.M. Ramsay, ‘On Some Pamphylian 
Inscriptions’, JHS 1 (1880) 242-57; now C. Brixhe, Le dialecte grec de Pamphylie. 
Documents et grammaire (Paris: Adrien-Maisouneuve, 1976). The city of Side in 
Pamphylia had its own script and language until the 2nd century BC, still essen- 
tially undeciphered. The Doric of Crete had many strange forms, and marked 
variations between different cities. See I. Cret., passim, and some samples cited in 
ch. 4 above. Neo-Phrygian is extensively attested in imprecations appended to 
Greek epitaphs of about the 3rd century AD, when it was clearly a living lan- 
guage, and the repetitive formulae can be fairly well understood. See O. Haas, 
Die phrygischen Sprachdenkmaler (Sofia: Académie bulgare des sciences, 1966). 
The Greek inscriptions of the same area are characterized by many bizarre 
solecisms which testify clearly to the living influence of a Phrygian substratum. 
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difference of practice between Luke and Paul in rendering the names 
of the same persons. This is of interest as it is generally agreed that 
Acts is independent of the epistles. Luke has Silas for Paul's Silvanus, 
Priscilla for Prisca, and speaks much of Peter (Zupewv in James's 
mouth in 15:14) whereas Paul usually has ‘Cephas’ (8 times; Tlétpos 
twice). Another hypocoristic, ‘Apollos’, is common to both writers, 
and perhaps he was universally known in the primitive church by 
this distinctively Egyptian form (see the excursus, p. 233 below), 
which at once set him apart from other bearers of the very common 
name ‘Apollonius’. The tendency in these cases is for Luke to prefer 
the familiar, Paul the more formal (or the Hebraic) version, but there 
is some variation according to context. (The most striking case within 
Acts is of course the group ZaovA, Zabdros, Tatdos, but the 
distinction between these three is probably to be seen as wholly 
contextual. There is no light here on sources.) The general conclusion 
from the variations seems rather to be this, that Luke refers 
independently to persons also mentioned by Paul, and often uses 
more familiar forms of their names. Unless that be explained as 
elaborately contrived by Luke to match Pauline references, it is a 
point of some note. The thrust of current scholarship is in any case to 
emphasize the disjunction between Luke and Paul, and so Luke's 
independence. But that entails not only his theological distinc- 
tiveness, but the independence of his historical testimony. 

The source question in Acts is notoriously difficult, as we shall see 
below. And the consideration of variations of formulation within 
Acts serves in the main only to reinforce this sense that Luke has 
made his material his own. But there are some grounds for believing 
that for some events at the beginning of the book Luke had less con- 
textual control of the form of his material. 


L. Peculiar Selection of Detail 


In this section, we will look at seemingly unnecessary detail given in 
the book of Acts, the inclusion of which does not lend itself to theolo- 
gical explanation. Alternate explanations may affect the historical 
question. A passing note is justified here on the prominence given to 
lengthy repetitive narratives and minor episodes which are given 
space in what is elsewhere an extremely terse account. The following 
examples are listed under separate headings for longer passages and 
minutiae. While some of the former may lend themselves variously to 
theological explanation, the cases chosen for the latter will not. 
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(a) Longer passages 

7:2-47 Stephen's retrospect over Old Testament history is integral 
to the build-up of the argument of the speech, but lengthy for modern 
taste, and the thrust of the passage is unclear and open to debate.®8 

10:1-11:18 The long and repetitive telling of the Cornelius incident 
may be taken to show that Luke thinks it a crucial turning-point. 

9:1-19; 22:4-16; 26:9-18 The three accounts of Paul's conversion 
involve considerable repetition, but are explainable as differently 
angled to different contexts, and as a motif of central significance for 
Luke's narrative, to be displayed in its different relations. 

23:26-30; 24:2-8 Space is found for the letter of Lysias and the 
speech of Tertullus. While these passages bring before us in dramatic 
form the attitudes of authority and of opponents to Paul, and provide 
rich scope for Luke's ironical humour, their prominence in this brief 
narrative might be questioned. They might be explained in terms of 
Luke's artistry, a point which does not foreclose the different question 
of their historicity. The letter was presumably read in court, and Paul 
himself is the ostensible claimant to have been Luke's informant on 
both passages. The richly entertaining irony belongs to the situation. 
Luke's serious purpose did not exclude vitality and actuality. It might 
be quite unconventional, but completely plausible, to see the genesis 
of this passage in the hilarious and memorable manner of Paul's 
telling the story.89 

27:1-28:16 The voyage to Rome is told with a fullness of circum- 
stantial detail which is not naturally explained by theological motifs. 
Theological significance is by no means absent in the narrative, but its 
extent and specificity goes far beyond anything sufficiently explained 
in theological terms. 

(b) Small details 

4:6 Mention is made of the unspecified John and Alexander among 
the high priest's party. 

12:13-17 We note the part played by Rhoda, and the departure of 
Peter. Efforts to identify the ‘place’ to which Peter went are miscon- 
ceived attempts to find an unintended significance.% 


88 It would be premature to attempt to resolve this question here. One is struck 
with a parallel with the oriental mode of argument today, where a narrative or 
expository format presents the facts and themes from which the questioner is 
expected to extract the relevant matter. 

89 Cf. J. Jonsson, Humour and Irony in the New Testament Illuminated by Parallels 
in Talmud and Midrash (Leiden: Brill, 1985), who notes that the humour of Acts is 
largely that of situation (p. 222; cf. p. 208), though, surprisingly, he cites no ex- 
amples after the incident consequent on the plot of Acts 23:12, and doubts 
humour in the speeches. 

90 The story is rounded off with the statement, in effect, that he went into 
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12:20 There is named one Blastus, a servant of the king. 

17:34 Dionysius and Damaris are named. 

18:7-8 Paul's shift to teaching at the house of Titius Justus is men- 
tioned along with the naming of the dpx.tovvdywyos who believed. 
These points however have their significance for his relation with 
Judaism and Jewish response to the Gospel, matters apposite to his 
case before Gallio that he was preaching the fulfilment of Judaism 
within definitions acceptable to Roman authority. 

19:29 The naming of Paul's companions, Gaius and Aristarchus, is 
perhaps natural to the extent that he would have been anxious for 
their safety, and so a vivid touch belonging to the situation but not 
lending itself to theological explanation. 

20:4-5 Several companions of Paul are here named; most of them 
play no overt part in the story, their function is explicable as repre- 
sentatives of the churches with the ‘collection’. Here Acts receives its 
explanation from the Epistles, as Haenchen implicitly acknow- 
ledges.9! Cf. F, pp. 188f. above. 

21:8, 16 Philip the evangelist and Mnason, Paul's hosts at suc- 
cessive stages of the journey to Jerusalem, are mentioned by name. 


hiding. The location is immaterial. Haenchen (p. 386n) cites Wellhausen for the 
view that Peter's destination was Antioch. Others, like Jacquier (p. 369) accept 
this as probable, though Jacquier also raises the possibility of Rome at this stage. 
S.G.F. Brandon, The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian Church (London: SPCK, 
1951), p. 211, argued that Luke's ‘vagueness’ was due to a desire to suppress the 
fact of Peter's destination, and chose Alexandria as the nearest above Rome and 
Corinth on this ground. J.W. Wenham, ‘Did Peter Go to Rome in AD 42?’, TB 23 
(1972), pp. 94-102, maintains an early visit of Peter to Rome as indicated here (p. 
99), and like Edmundson (Church in Rome, p. 50) he follows Jerome's statement 
that Peter went to Rome in the second year of Claudius. ([Ed.] See now also C.P. 
Thiede, Simon Peter: From Galilee to Rome (Exeter: Paternoster, 1986], pp. 153-58). 
But these views build much too much on the phrase els étepov tétov. Téttos is 
not commonly used of a ‘city’ as ‘place’ is in English. It may be a settlement or 
locality, a position or station, in the plural an extended district, as in Acts 16:3; 
27:2, and it is freely used in figurative senses, but it is hard to parallel in the sense 
where 16Ais would be appropriate. On checking a number of instances cited in 
BAGD from Josephus and Diodorus, I find they all refer to a locality or at most 
to the site of a city or a settlement without civic standing, but not to a city as 
such. This common word merits further investigation on this score. The point, 
however, lies neither in Luke's motivated vagueness, nor in dismissing the 
relevance of a ‘Peter-legend’ (Dibelius, Studies, p. 96n, Haenchen, p. 386n), but in 
recognizing where not to over-interpret an unspecific statement. Whether Peter 
went to Rome in the aftermath of his release is a different question, not to be 
settled from this phrase. 

91 Haenchen, pp. 581ff. ([Ed.] Cf. W.-H. Ollrog, Paulus und seine Mitarbeiter 
[Neukirchener Verlag, 1979], pp. 52-58). 


Chapter 5 Evidence from Historical Details in Acts 209 


28:11-13 The second Alexandrian ship is said to be called the ‘Dio- 
scuri’, and the detailed account of its prosperously uneventful voyage 
is given. 

These few passages will serve to illustrate the range of the pheno- 
mena. To devote greater space to examples would entail excessive 
repetition on our own part. We have focused especially on names, 
and suggest that the recording of personal names may have diverse 
kinds of significance. They are not to be explained from theological 
motivation, and the idea that they are developed and inserted pro- 
gressively in line with ‘laws of tradition’ is highly suspect. Sometimes 
they rate a mention because the persons were known in the primitive 
church and were thus meaningful to the first readers. It was almost a 
case of ‘name-dropping’. An interesting case was the ship. Paul com- 
pleted his voyage on a famous ‘clipper’, perhaps the first that year to 
have braved the earliest spring seas. The narrative can be taken to 
display something of the warm human interest of a good modern 
autobiography whose author recounts in passing encounters with 
persons of interest to the reader. Perhaps on other occasions, people 
were mentioned just because they played their part in a memorable 
scene or engaged the emotions of Paul or Luke (Gaius and Aristar- 
chus, Tertullus). Sometimes, perhaps, they were actually Luke's infor- 
mants, whether or not another explanation also partly applies. 


M. Immediacy in details 


Many details in the ‘we-passages’ and more particularly in the final 
‘we-passage’, which narrates the voyage and shipwreck, are charac- 
terized by an ‘immediacy’ of narrative interest, not easily explained 
from the perspective of selective hindsight. Most of these items have 
already been discussed, but the point here is that such details cannot 
to be explained by theological purpose, and are not conveniently 
amenable to the insights of redaction criticism. A few examples taken 
passim from Acts 27-28 will suffice. 

27:2 The name of the ship's home port and destination are given. 

27:4 The route north of Cyprus and the adverse winds, a normal 
feature of Eastern Mediterranean climate and currents, are mentioned 
by a writer who had travelled eastward with favouring winds, and 
notes a difference in the experience of the return. 

27:8 Again, Luke draws attention to the (normal) westward route 
south of Crete. 

27:11 We note the composition of the centurion's consilium, where 
Paul was out-voted. 

27:12 The hearsay account of the harbour at Phoenix, and its 
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bearing to the winds is related. 

27:16-17 We have description of the manoeuvre at Cauda and the 
fear of the Syrtis. 

27:19 The casting the oxevn overboard on the third day is men- 
tioned. 

27:27-28 The passage contains the unexplained perception that 
land was near and the taking of soundings twice. 

27:29 Anchors are cast from the stern to hold the ship pointing 
shorewards. 

27:30-32 The panic escape attempt of the sailors and the likely ex- 
plosion of tension between sailors, soldiers, passengers and prisoners 
are related. 

27:40 The technical manoeuvres are made in preparation for 
running the ship to shore. 

28:2 We are told of the exceptional kindness of the local people. 

28:11-14 The author presents details about the ship ‘Dioscuri’, the 
timing of its voyage to Puteoli, and the stay there. 

28:15 Christians come from Rome to meet Paul at Appii Forum 
and Three Taverns. 

I have carefully excluded from this list statements which might be 
taken as significant for Paul's fate or which might show the provi- 
dential working of God, as in the cold and rain on Malta which led to 
the fire and snake incident. Yet some of these details which are thus 
locked into the occasions of more evidently ‘theological’ material, are 
themselves marked by the same circumstantiality and ‘immediacy’. 
The cases chosen seem to be told for the sake of the telling, as what 
actually happened. If they do not recount actual experience, and ex- 
perience little filtered through the selective processes of memory, 
they are hard to explain, unless as creative verisimilitude, and that 
option is progressively excluded as we explore their integration with 
an implicit context. Deeper study promotes the integration of these 
chapters with the situation of Paul (see chapter 6). The concept of ‘im- 
mediacy’ raised here is one to which we shall return. 


N. Idioms or cultural features suggestive of date of composition 


Here we propose to deal with characteristics of the language and cul- 
tural understandings assumed rather than portrayed by the author. 
This category is easier to propose in principle than to establish 
clearly. But it will be worthy of mention, if only to indicate possible 
directions for further research. It includes both general features of the 
book, and individual nuances, subject to the possibility of our being 
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able to demarcate stylistic and cultural developments on a suffi- 
ciently clear time-scale. 

Atticism and fashions in terminology: Hellenistic literature is 
marked by a trend towards a self-conscious classicizing which 
reached its peak in the 2nd century AD, when it is best exemplified in 
the work of Lucian. It has in fact been suggested that the paucity of 
surviving first century Greek literature (other than in factual and 
scientific genres) is due to the neglect of it by the stylistic fasti- 
diousness of the succeeding period. The application of these factors to 
an assessment of the language of Acts is a very complex and elusive 
matter.92 We can only hope to illustrate the principle as a propo- 
sition for further study. One factor is the use of Latinisms. In various 
contexts Latin terms were transliterated, translated (often as ‘cal- 
ques’93), or replaced by conventional equivalents. Some transli- 
terated borrowings became well established early, but then fell foul of 
literary purism, and were replaced in literature by more respectably 
classical, if sometimes inexact and misleading, substitutes.%4 The 
position is complicated by the difference between literary and official 
usage, though the latter became increasingly affected by the fashion, 


92 P.N. Harrison's note on classical words in the Pastorals (The Problem of the 
Pastoral Epistles [OUP, 1921], p. 66) and his lengthier comparison of their lan- 
guage with that of second-century writers seem unsuccessful for the lack of clear 
and sufficient criteria. It is not our aim to attempt a similar exercise. If however a 
firm terminus may be set for a semantic change, or the introduction of a new 
name for a new institution, this might be suggestive. The position is greatly com- 
plicated by the evident differences between popular speech, official formulation 
and the progress of literary purism. 

93 That is, the literal semantic rendering of the etymological components of a 
word into another language, like modern Greek o.8npé8popos for the French che- 
min de fer or Tlkatela tijs ‘Opovolas (‘Homonia Square’) in Athens for ‘Place de 
la Concorde’ in Paris. The principle is well illustrated in our period by tpeoBev 
Ths (kat) dvtTiaTtpdtnyos as the habitual rendering of legatus pro praetore. 

94 See H.J. Mason, ‘The Roman Government in Greek Sources. The Effect of 
Literary Theory on the Translation of Official Titles’, Phoenix 24 (1970), pp. 150- 
59, and Greek Terms for Roman Institutions (Toronto: Hakkert, 1974) esp. pp. 11- 
13. In his article Mason cites Athenaeus Deipn. 3.121e as an example of the 
strong feeling against Latin loan-words in 2nd-3rd centuries AD (p. 151). He fur- 
ther observes that Galen, in referring to a patient who was a cubicularius, says 
that Greeks now commonly use ka twritms, but ol meptépyws dttixlCovtes prefer 
omatopbrAat (p. 152). Cf. also A. Cameron, ‘Latin Words in the Greek Inscrip- 
tions of Asia Minor’, AJP 52 (1931), pp. 232-62. Cameron gives another in- 
teresting example, where Lucian (Amores 12) paraphrases to avoid using the 
verb oxoutdotv, then well naturalized in Greek, because of its connection with 
Latin scutula (Cameron, ‘Latin Words’, p. 257). For linguistic strictures of the 
period cf. Lucian, Soloecista and Phrynichus, Ecloga (Die Ekloge des Phrynichos, 
ed. E. Fischer [Berlin and New York: W. de Gruyter, 1974)). 
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until a great new influx of Latin loan-words entered official and 
documentary usage in the third century. 

Acts shows no sign of self-conscious Atticism, and indeed uses 
forms on which Atticism frowned, including such Latinisms as 
Ko\Wwvla and tpattaptov for Roman institutions, and conventional 
equivalents elsewhere (4v6tmatos, éxatovtdpxns, paBdobxos, oteipa, 
etc.). But this may amount to no more than saying that Acts does not 
aspire to literary fashions, whether early or late. Certainly we may be 
glad that Luke prefers the standard rendering of an exact term to 
classicizing fancy. It is not clear that we can take this topic much fur- 
ther, unless through very specialized study which might still be 
rendered uncertain by the number of unknown or uncontrollable 
variables. The shifts of terminology noted by Mason may be pointers, 
but the termini a quo are often too uncertain to build upon.% 

Aramaisms: the proposition that Acts contains Semitisms, in parti- 
cular Aramaisms, might be held to suggest an early origin of its 
material in the Aramaic-speaking church. In this case the focus of the 
problem lies in the early chapters of the book, and the Jerusalem 
setting, rather than the Graeco-Roman ambiance of the latter part. It 
now seems clear that C.C. Torrey's Aramaic theories were highly con- 
jectural, and have not stood up to subsequent criticism.” But the 


95 See Mason, Greek Terms, pp. 3, 11. This proliferation of Latin was charac- 
teristic of the post-Constantinian Empire, but the trend began under the Severi. 

96 Mason says (Greek Terms, p. 12) that otpatnyés for ‘governor’ (praeses) gave 
way to tyyepsiv by the end of the first century AD, that €@vos became more accep- 
table for ‘province’ during the 2nd century, and that «tptos (and xupiaxds ) for the 
emperor became acceptable in Egypt from the mid Ist century, but is elsewhere 
first recorded later, about AD 100. His fuller study of hyepuv (pp. 148-49) how- 
ever gives a different and more complex picture, with a variety of applications. It 
is commonly used of the praefectus of Egypt, and for ‘governor’ in the New 
Testament writers and Josephus (and, we may add, earlier in Strabo 17.3.25 = 
840), and he suggests that in Judaea the term possibly had the same semi-official 
status as in Egypt. He also cites this usage of the governor of Achaia from IG 
7.2.2711.6 (AD 37, of Acraephiae in Boeotia). The same text (line 108) also has 
€@vos of ‘province’. And it is well known that the title kiptos was applied to Nero, 
and this usage can scarcely have been restricted to Egypt, even if the restricted 
provenance of the papyri serves to focus the attestations there. 

97 Torrey, The Composition and Date of Acts (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Univer- 
sity Press, 1916), pp. 1-41; with criticisms in H.F.D. Sparks, ‘The Semitisms of the 
Acts’, JTS n.s. 1 (1950), pp. 16-28 (though Sparks in turn tends to reduce the 
variety of phenomena to Septuagintalisms); M. Black, An Aramaic Approach to the 
Gospels and Acts (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 3rd edn, 1967), esp. pp. 4-14; M. 
Wilcox, The Semitisms of Acts (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965). There is a 
valuable survey by D.F. Payne, ‘Semitisms in the Book of Acts’, in Apostolic 
History and the Gospel, ed. Gasque and Martin, pp. 134-50. 
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residual problem remains exceedingly complex. Diverse kinds of 
Semitisms may be involved. And while specially prominent in the 
early chapters, the likely Semitisms are not confined to them. Several 
writers have drawn attention to their special prominence in the 
speeches, though in some cases this tendency is accentuated in the D- 
text.98 Wilcox also draws attention to the fact that Semitisms in 
narrative are concentrated in passages connected with Antioch.% 

This group of observations has its relevance for our prospective 
study both of sources and of speeches, but the present point is 
simpler, that Aramaisms suggest nearness to an Aramaic substratum 
in the earliest church. Yet the possible difficulty caused to this view 
by the Semitizing tendency in D ought to be recognized.100 


98 Black, p. 36, cf. 51; Wilcox, Semitisms, pp. 158-64; Bruce, The Speeches in the 
Acts of the Apostles, pp. 8-9; Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and its Developments 
(London: Hodder, 1936), pp. 34-36. 

99 Wilcox, Semitisms, pp. 178-79. 

100 This might be held by the same reasoning to imply a primitive origin for the 
Western variants, where it would be facile to suppose them all ‘secondary Semi- 
tisms’. The difficulty of the matter is illustrated by the crux at Acts 3:14, where D 
substitutes ¢Baptvate for the B reading tpvijoac@e, and the difference has been 
variously explained as due to a misreading or mistranslation of a Hebrew, Ara- 
maic or Syriac substratum, or even to the influence of a misreading rendered into 
Latin (Rendel Harris). Epp, Theological Tendency, pp. 51-53, notes the inadequacy 
and incompatibility of all these attempts, and sees here the expression of the anti- 
Judaic tendency of D. A different, and apparently unobserved, reason for seeing 
D as secondary here touches the theme of our present section more closely, that 
Baptvw is an Atticistic form otherwise unexampled in the New Testament, where 
Bapéw is used, always in the passive. See Lucian Soloec. 7. Cf. G.R. Stanton in 
ZPE 54 (1984), p. 53n. 

Much could be said in detail of Luke's language in its possible bearing on the 
question of date. Like other New Testament writers, he uses forms which are 
condemned by the Atticists: passive for middle in dmexpl6n, dtoxptbels etc. (ex- 
cept drexplvato in Acts 3:12), forms condemned by Phrynichus Ecl. 78 (86); 
weak aorist endings on strong aorist stems (Acts 4:20; 6:15; etc.). Other words in 
Acts similarly condemned include xpdéBattos (Acts 5:15; 9:33; Phrynichus Ecl. 41 
[44]); tynv (Acts 10:30; 11:5, 17; Ecl. 123 [130]); \6yvos in the sense ‘eloquent’, 
‘articulate’ (Acts 18:24; Ecl. 171 [176]); Baoldooa (Acts 8:27; Ecl. 197 [202]); 
tape Bort (Acts 21:34; etc.; Ecl. 354 [353]). One could list similarly rejected 
words which occur in the Third Gospel but not in Acts: such include Bouvés, 
Bpéxet, KAlBavos, tdvrote, oxopTi{w, Pdyopat (future). Other such words are 
found in Matthew and Mark, but not in Luke: yevéo.a, Kkopdotov, olkoSop7. An 
interesting case is in Lk. 18:25, where the UBS text reads the approved Berd 
against the condemned padls (Ecl. 63 [72]) of the other Synoptics. Such 
samplings cannot of course take us far, and in this space there can be no question 
of making an analysis of the instances. The language of Luke in the Third Gospel 


214 The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History 


Legal Practices: this is a difficult and technical subject, but it is 
worth drawing attention to places where Sherwin-White in RSRL 
sees Acts as reflecting first-century, as opposed to later, practice. See 
for example the governor's option to refuse jurisdiction over a pri- 
soner of a different province (pp. 31, 55; cf. Acts 23:34-35); the discus- 
sion of the judicial powers of the Sanhedrin before 70 (pp. 40-43; cf. 
the case of Stephen); the whole conduct of Paul's hearing before Felix 
as an example of the procedure extra ordinem as applicable at that 
period (pp. 48-55); Paul's citizenship and appeal to Caesar (pp. 57-70; 
a difficult matter, where after lengthy discussion Sherwin-White 
stresses appropriateness to early practice, pp. 68-70). 


P. Interrelated complexes leading to larger areas of historical reconstruction 


In the following examples, two or more categories of correlation are 
involved. Related details of the same issue will sometimes show 
separate correlations with external evidence, or the same details may 
be linked with several kinds of categories. If there are such complexes 
of data, their interlocking unity may be more suggestive than any 
number of individual correlations, as they are much harder for an 
author to fabricate convincingly. 

1. Paul's arrival at Corinth, according to Acts 18:1-2, brought him 
into association with Aquila, who had recently come from Italy upon 
Claudius’ expulsion of the Jews from Rome. The explicit evidence 
places this (pace Liidemann) in 49, and this fits well with the chrono- 
logy fixed by Gallio's proconsulship in Achaia, which probably began 
in the early summer of the year following Paul's arrival. It also sets 
the background for Paul's subsequent series of Corinthian letters 
from a residence in Ephesus and its aftermath, leading to the occasion 
of the ‘collection’ and the gathering described in Acts 20:4. Further 
light is shed on Gallio's proconsulship by the writings of his brother 
Seneca. Independent pieces of this complex may be gathered from 
literature, epigraphy and the relation of Acts with Epistles. 


is evidently influenced by his sources in a way inapplicable to the freer composi- 
tional style of much of Acts. There are sufficient indications that he often 
modifies Mark in the direction of a more literary Greek, and elsewhere that par- 
ticular usages are from the Septuagint. And the Atticistic structures are not all of 
a piece; some of the recommended forms were evidently good current literary 
usage while others were attempts at reviving archaic and obsolete classicisms. 
One may suggest that Luke writes Greek of higher level, especially in some 
passages of Acts, than most other parts of the New Testament, but that he shows 
no trace of the self-conscious Atticistic trend. The absence of an influence does 
not prove contrary conclusions, but is fully consistent with them. 

101 In the present climate of opinion it may seem temerarious to make claims for 
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2. Some aspects of the Galatian question: this topic will require 
fuller treatment in its own right (See Chapter 7) Gal. 4:13-14 refers to 
Paul's first preaching to the Galatians as occasioned by a ‘bodily 
ailment’, and this should be aligned with Paul's first entry in Acts to 
territory comprised within ‘Galatia’ in contemporary usage, his 
coming to Pisidian Antioch in Acts 13, an occasion closely subsequent 
to a crisis in Pamphylia which precipitated the defection of Mark. 
This sequence of events is open to diverse explanation, and it may be 
safer not to speculate. But one is impressed with the possibility that 
Paul's ‘thorn’, if a physical condition, was a factor in the unhealthy 
coastal plain of Pamphylia on the very eve of his coming to Galatia. 
The application of this geographic term is open to evaluation from a 
variety of perspectives when the evidence of the inscriptions is taken 
into account. 

3. Paul's escape from Damascus in a basket (Acts 9:25) links with 2 
Cor. 11:32-33; the difficult historical problem in this case is located in 
Paul's own undoubted testimony, not in Acts. Yet the terminology of 
2 Cor. may be linked with that of some inscriptions of the area, 
notably the memorial of ‘A8piavod Tod kal ZoaiSou | Madéxou ébvdp- 
xou otpaltnyod Nopddwv (IGRR 3.1247 = OGIS 616, lines 1-3, of El 
Malka, Arabia). The man was an Arab called ‘Said bin Melek’. Cf. 
IGRR 3.1254, of Tharba in Syria; IGRR 3.1136 = OGIS 421, of Eitha 
in Batanea (Transjordan), in each case apparently referring to native 
chieftains dignified also with Roman names and appointments. 

4. The Areopagus address and its setting: in this case there are 
several latent motifs which are not explicable as redactional. The 
topographical unity of the scene, for which I have argued in NTS 20 
(1974), pp. 341-50, is focused in Pauline Athens, and embedded in 
literary and archaeological backgrounds which are never made ex- 
plicit by Luke. There is the further point that the speech appears to 
use implicitly arguments directed at the thinking of Stoics, Epicu- 
reans and the traditional religion of Athens, and that a catena of 
such a reconstruction. Historical reconstruction is in any case a matter of proba- 
bilities. But the point here is that the ostensible reading of the text and of other 
evidences contributes to a fragment of an interlocking picture, where alternatives 
resort to an unjustified reinterpretation of evidence and may then aspire to an 
undue confidence and dogmatism in asserting what is less controlled by the evi- 
dence and may savour of special pleading. 

The present suggestions might be extended. If for instance Paul had intended 
to go from Macedonia by the Via Egnatia towards Rome, and was deflected 
south to Athens by news of the expulsion of Jews, this would be another link, but 
it depends more heavily on the assumption that we have correctly divined Paul's 
strategic thinking at this stage. Cf. Bruce, Paul, p. 235; Bowers, JTS n.s. 30 
(1979), p. 511; NovT 22 (1980), pp. 316-23. 
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citations from Aratus, Epimenides and Aeschylus underlies the 
debate. 

5. The incidental notes of time in Acts 20 permit a fairly full recon- 
struction of the passing of time in the ostensible seven-week period 
between Passover and Pentecost in the year of Paul's voyage to Jeru- 
salem. In the early part, the travellers were apparently anxious over 
time, and the computation of days can scarcely be less than complete. 
I have argued elsewhere that the evidence of Acts 20:7 points to the 
year 57 for this journey. 102 

6. The voyage to Rome and the shipwreck on Malta display a re- 
markable integration, where many details of geography, nautical ter- 
minology and Roman organization are open to scrutiny. Many of 
these details have been considered in chapter 4 above. But this 
passage is a crucial one because of its importance for the 
interpretation of the ‘we-passages’. It is thus a test case for discrimi- 
nating between radically alternative views of Acts.103 

These instances are far from exhaustive. They are chosen simply to 
illustrate a possible manner of combining perceptions outlined in the 
last two chapters into larger integrated groupings supported by dif- 
ferent kinds of evidence together. 


Q. New Background Information: Unfinished Tasks 


It would be relevant at this point to give indications of areas of 
literature which bear significantly on the period and places of our 
study.14 But it must suffice to mention detailed passages and topics. 
The point is that background is not an instant springboard for apolo- 
getic, nor for proof of any kind, but does have an essential contri- 
bution to make to understanding. 

Some of the themes are obvious: Roman legal practice and admini- 
stration, the gradual piecing together of the network of Roman roads, 
the indigenous religious character of Asia Minor and the cults of in- 
dividual cities, and its ethnic and linguistic boundaries in their 
bearing on geographical nomenclature and administrative arrange- 
ments. Many of the questions raised by these topics have no direct 


102 Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 9-12. 

103 See my study ‘First Person Narrative in Acts 27-28’, TB 36 (1985), pp. 79-109, 
and Chapter 8 for further discussion. 

104 Among recent major epigraphical publications it may be especially relevant to 
mention the appearance of major repertoria in the series Inschriften griechischer 
Stddte aus Kleinasien (IGSK), including the eight volumes on Ephesus and the 
first volumes available of Smyrna, as well as to the first fascicle of TAM 5, 
covering north and east Lydia, in the hinterland of Sardis and Philadelphia. 
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application to the historical criticism of Acts in the narrow sense. But 
there must be a wider framework, a larger matrix within which the 
points of contact between Acts and Epistles may be viewed. If the 
more direct illumination is perhaps cast sometimes on the Epistles 
rather than Acts, that is still valuable, for it all serves to enlarge and 
diversify the picture. We need a framework within which to study 
relationships, not necessarily as a setting for harmonization. 

It will suffice to list sample passages where the larger study of 
background is of prospective importance. 

2:7-11 The demography of the Jewish Diaspora. 

6:1, 5, 9 etc. The problem of the Hellenists and the investigation of 
the use of names and languages in first century Jerusalem, and the 
organization of synagogues (cf. the ossuaries and the Theodotus 
inscription). 

11:28 The detailed chronology of the recurring famines under 
Claudius. 

14:6, 11; 16:6 etc. The linguistic map of Asia Minor and the iden- 
tities of Anatolian ethnic divisions and their effect on the pattern of 
Paul's work. 

27:6ff. The organization of the Roman corn fleet from Alexandria 
under Claudius and Nero. 


R. Uncheckable details 


Our final category is one of loose ends. They are interesting because 
they give hostages to criticism. To that extent they make Acts a much 
more interesting book than it would be on the view which is unin- 
terested in history and would exempt religious truths from the realm 
of verification. Of course, to say that a detail is uncheckable is to say 
it occurs only once. It is not necessarily suspect on that account, but it 
is open to the possibility that illustrative, confirmatory or contradic- 
tory detail will come along as new texts are discovered. Meanwhile it 
must be held as a statement in isolation, and our opinion of it must be 
guided by our general evaluation of Luke's trustworthiness on 
matters of fact. There must in the nature of things be statements made 
only once, and there is no call to hasten to emend out unique state- 
ments, so that their occurrence can be blandly denied. It is probably 
inevitable that in most cases they will remain isolated, but the possi- 
bility of correlative discovery remains. 

There is a sense in which this category comprises much of the con- 
tent of Acts, and so leads into the focus of our larger problem, for 
Acts is our only source for much that concerns the growth and inner 
life of the primitive church and the activities of persons who 
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otherwise make no mark on recorded history of any kind. And it is 
the essence of our problem to know how reliable a source Luke is on 
such matters. But the examples presented here are chosen for their 
more ‘public’ nature, for only in such cases, barring a freak 
coincidence, are we likely to gain further light from external sources. 
And these cases cannot be rigidly separated from those which must 
remain debatable in the face of inconclusive evidence, such as the 
‘Italian Cohort’ (10:1). 

12:10 The topography of Peter's prison escape. 

12:20 The background of Herod Agrippa I's quarrel with Tyre and 
Sidon, which is not specified in Josephus. The court official Blastus, 
too, otherwise unknown, was evidently a man of some influence, for 
whom epigraphical mention might conceivably appear. 

13:7 The proconsul Sergius Paulus, for whom the supposed attes- 
tations are not acceptable (cf. C, p. 109; D, pp. 166f.). 

16:13 The existence of a riverside place of Jewish worship by the 
Gangites at Philippi. 

16:26 The occurrence of an earthquake at Philippi at this date, os- 
tensibly c. AD 50. 

17:4, 12 The prominence and responsiveness of leading women in 
the social life of Thessalonica and of Beroea. 

20:35 A different class of example, a saying attributed to Jesus but 
unparalleled in our Gospel traditions. 

23:16 Reference to members of Paul's family of whom we have no 
intimation from anything in epistles ascribed to him. 

23:23 The word 8eEtoAdBot (RSV ‘spearmen’) clearly denotes a type 
of soldier, but the term is unparalleled, and of uncertain meaning. 
Thus far it cannot be related with confidence to any Latin equivalent. 

27:37 The number of persons forming the ship's complement, rela- 
table broadly only to the known size of the vessel described by Lu- 
cian, and complicated by textual divergence, and by the much larger 
figure for Josephus' ship. See also pp. 149-50. 

28:7 The identity of Publius, the tpatos of the island of Malta. 

Examples of this type are not different in essence from details of 
similar kinds for which it has been possible to offer illustration in 
previous sections. There is indeed a wide spectrum of cases where 
fresh attestation would be illustrative, from matters as secure already 
as the title ‘politarch’ to the present kind. The most urgent needs are 
in controverted areas. Inscriptional light on the date of the accession 
of Festus would be invaluable, and that at least is the kind of datum 
we might reasonably hope to obtain. 
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Implications 


Several possibilities must be noticed. (1) It will be obvious that we are 
far removed from a simplistic attempt to prove the historicity of Acts. 
There is no simple correspondence between the confirmation of 
individual details and the overall historicity of a book. If there is a 
pattern of unobtrusive correlations, this is at most suggestive. It is 
perfectly possible to have a fictional narrative with accuracies of 
locality and background included, where for instance a writer inti- 
mately acquainted with the localities has used actual names and fac- 
tual details and reproduced a setting transcribed from life, rather as a 
picture could be composed of an incongruous mixture of painting 
and photography. This may not be the right explanation of Acts, but 
the possibility cannot be excluded a priori. 

(2) We can exclude certain options as not viable. Strangely in- 
cautious statements are sometimes made that Luke was not interested 
in details, and that he either adapted them recklessly to the dictates of 
theological point or was vague and careless when he had no point to 
make. If we can show that he was actually careful of detail in many 
places amenable to checking, that suffices to put some theories out of 
court as serious options. It does not of course automatically exclude 
more subtle syntheses like that of Haenchen which take this factor 
into account. 

(3) We may establish in general terms something further of the 
character of Luke as a writer, an objective highly relevant to the focus 
of interest in these days of redaction criticism. The body of data 
suggests that, in their treatments of similar types of detail, the work 
of Luke is marked by carefulness but that of Josephus by carelessness. 
Again, this is not a simplistic judgment on their relative value, for 
Josephus is without doubt a writer with contemporary inside 
knowledge of his subject, the very point which stands at issue in the 
case of Luke. The assertion here is about a temper of mind, one which 
makes us use Josephus’ personal knowledge with appropriate critical 
reserve when questions of numerical exaggeration or of self- 
justification may be involved. 

(4) The character of Luke as a writer is in turn a factor in the inter- 
related problem-complexes of date and authorship. These issues have 
in part to be settled on the character of the writing. Our decisions 
about the treatment of detail pose restraints on the options viable in 
other critical issues. 

All these suggestions have their implications, however indirect, 
upon the central question of historicity, and the matter needs closer 
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exploration. Could Acts be explained, for instance, by what might be 
called a ‘parabolic model’? It could be argued that the admitted accu- 
racies of detail in Acts no more support historicity than do accuracies 
of setting in a parable. The story of the Good Samaritan, for instance, 
is set on a real road between real places, and, whatever we make of 
traditional sites, it is clear that there would have been an inn at a 
suitable point en route which possessed a rare supply of water, and 
that Jesus referred. to realities familiar to his hearers. But none of us 
would want to argue for the ‘historicity’ of this story. It would be an 
error of genre criticism even to try. That remains the case even if we 
sharpen the question. Let us grant (with many scholars) for the sake 
of argument the essential authenticity to Jesus of the parables in 
question. They are true to first-century Palestinian life. We could 
even suppose that Jesus’ words were close to actual events, that his 
audience was shocked by sudden news of just such a case of banditry 
on that very road. None of this would induce us to think in terms of 
‘historicity’: the operative term would be ‘topicality’, and topicality is 
a valuable factor in teaching technique. May not this be the case with 
Acts also, that local colour, and vivid gleams of real life, may be 
embedded in a matrix of different texture, like currants in a cake? 

But there is no convincing analogy. Acts still purports to be a nar- 
rative of what happened. Even if we take it to be teaching couched 
somehow in a narrative form, the character of the mixture is still very 
different from that of parable or maSal. To suggest for instance that 
the historical components are there to give topicality or verisimilitude 
to Paul as a lay-figure of Lukan theology seems forced beyond all 
probability. Even to treat Acts as a theological treatise or polemical 
document which incorporates historical traditions from a diary or 
itinerary-source seems to risk making a difficult mixture of a book 
which appears to have a more integrated unity of character. Such a 
view is at odds with the ‘immediacy’ of the very sections which it has 
to reinterpret as unassimilated blocks of older material. A more 
satisfactory view must be one which brings the history and theology 
together. Where a polarized separation of these aspects is made, the 
tendency seems to be to downplay the historical component of the 
narrative in such a way that the accuracies of detail become nothing 
more than an embarrassing complication. It poses a problem why 
Lukan theology should have been incarnated in an ostensibly his- 
torical narrative in the first place. Perhaps all these difficulties can be 
explained by those who wish to do so, but the exercise seems un- 
necessary. The evidence of details is strongly aligned with the trend 
of the answers suggested by kindred questions, while also providing 
a foundation for much of the discussion in following chapters. 


Excursus 
Names and Titles in Acts 


Local Names and Titles Illustrative of the Text! 


The occurrence in Acts of personal names and inconsequential details 
of no probative value in themselves, but paralleled in local docu- 
ments from the same cities. This is illustration in its most trivial 
sense, and of interest for that very reason, because of its manifestly 
undesigned character. Yet cumulatively such cases may point to local 
and contemporary fashions in nomenclature, and their fortuitous pre- 
servation may provide suggestive coincidences. The accumulation of 
insignificant parallels may point beyond the intrinsic evidential value 
of the individual items. 

1:13 James the son of Alphaeus is mentioned in all the lists of the 
twelve (Mk. 3:18 = Mt. 10:3 = Lk. 6:15) among those called by Jesus in 
Galilee. An Aramaic Jewish inscription (CI] 982) displayed in situ in 
Capernaum bears the name ‘Halphai’ in association with the names 
‘Zebidah’ and ‘John’. These names are not rare, but their grouping in 
the focal place of Jesus’ ministry is interesting. The text has been 
dated variously from the Ist to the 4th centuries. It is even possible 
that the same names remained in use among descendants of the same 
families in this small place. 

1:23 Joseph Barsabbas surnamed Justus: ‘Justus’ is a characteristic 
Latin name used by Jews as a Gentile alternative to a Jewish name. 
Examples are numerous.” A Jewish ossuary in Jerusalem names one 
Justus of Chalcis (CIJ 1233). Josephus (Vita 35.175) refers to the rival 


1 Tshall not address here the question of the identity or standing of Theophilus, 
nor whether this name is symbolic only. It will suffice to note that the name is 
fairly common in the Hellenistic and Roman periods, and there is no necessary 
reason to connect it specially with a Jewish provenance. A casual check quickly 
revealed the following examples: IG 2? 11663-11670 (Athens, dates from 4th BC 
to 1st AD); IGRR 3.243 (Lycaonia, of an imperial freedman); IGRR 4.184 (Troad), 
297.24 (Pergamum, the father of an emissary of Sardis), 1653 (Asia, all of Roman 
period). An explicitly Jewish Theophilus occurs in CI] 119 (Rome). Nearly two- 
thirds of the 66 examples known from Rome are ascribed to the 1st cent. AD, and 
nearly all of those determinable are men of servile or freedman status (see New 
Docs 3.38, No. 9). 

2 E.g. Cl 3, 13, 125, 357, 358, 359, 502 (all of Rome, in Greek); CI] 224, 245, 252 
(Rome), 533 (near Ostia), 629a (Tarentum), 670 (Narbonne, all in Latin). 
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Jewish historian Justus of Tiberias. The pattern of alternative names is 
abundantly attested, especially where a person operates under 
alternative linguistic or cultural identities. It may be a common 
phenomenon among Jews in particular, perhaps to a larger extent 
than our sources reveal.3 

2:9-11 The range of Jewish presence in the Diaspora may be 
broadly illustrated from the incidence of Jewish inscriptions. While 
the collection in CI] is incomplete, and cannot admit of close chrono- 
logical analysis, its range will suffice to make the point clear in 
general terms.4 Though Frey's work offers no documentation of some 
other areas mentioned here, most of the gaps may be filled. A new 
collection of the Jewish inscriptions of Roman Africa contains 124 
items,5 where Frey has none. The area of Cyrenaica, not covered 
there, has references to a Jewish tod{tevpa at Berenice (Benghazi) in 
G. Ltideritz, Corpus jiidischer Zeugnisse aus der Cyrenaika (Wiesbaden: 
Ludwig Reichart Verlag, 1983) No. 70 (= CIG 5362 = IGRR 1.1024, 
lst BC / 1st AD) and 71 (= CIG 5361, October 24/25 AD). The inde- 
pendent evidence for Cyrene as a considerable centre of the Diaspora 
is strong.® As for Crete, I have found a tombstone of Joseph for his 


3 On double-names see esp. New Docs 1.89-96, No. 55; G.H.R. Horsley, ‘Name 
Change as an Indication of Religious Conversion in Antiquity’, Numen 34 (1987), 
pp. 1-17. 

4 See Clif 1-529 (Rome), 738-55 (Ionia and Lydia, comprising Asia in a narrow 
sense), 760-80 (Phrygia), 781 (Pamphylia), 801-802 (Pontus), 1415-19 (Mesopo- 
tamia), 1420-23 (Arabia), 1424-1539 (Egypt). ({[Ed.] These last have been repro- 
duced, with minor improvements, as an appendix in CP] III.) 

5 Yann Le Bohec, ‘Inscriptions juives et judaisantes de l'Afrique romaine’, 
Antiquités africaines 17 (1981), pp. 165-207; cf. id., ‘Juifs et Judaisants dans 
l'Afrique romaine’, ibid. pp. 209-29, and see SEG 30 (1980) 1235. His collection 
includes 81 stone inscriptions, mostly sepulchral, the remainder being made up 
of inscribed lamps, amulets and defixionum tabellae, from Mauretania, Numidia 
and proconsular Africa. Though many are not explicitly Jewish, and some are 
placed only by context, not content, they constitute in toto a formidable body of 
evidence. The eastern lands of Parthia, Media and Elam are in any case outside 
the main range of Greek (or Semitic) epigraphy. In view of the unpredictable, 
and sometimes very localized, pattern of the survival of evidence, the spread of 
illustrative material is the more interesting. Other classes of material, like the 
excavated synagogue at Dura-Europus, could greatly extend the evidence for 
even the more out-lying regions. For different approaches to the present selection 
of geographical regions see Chapter 5 above. Note here the characteristic usage 
fluctuating between territorial name and ethnic when speaking in either case 
primarily of Jews. These visitors to the Feast have come from every €8vos (2:5). 

6 See S. Applebaum, Jews and Greeks in Ancient Cyrene, Studies in Judaism in 
Late Antiquity 28 (Leiden: Brill, 1979). Jos. Ap. 2.4.44; Ant. 14.7.2.114-16, 118, 
cites Strabo for the account of four regular classes of inhabitants of Cyrene, 
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son Judas (J. Cret. 1.5.17, of Arcadia, central Crete, dated 3rd/4th 
cent. AD). Frey himself provides the attestation of a Cappadocian Jew 
buried at Joppa (CIJ 910), and of a Cappadocian synagogue or 
community there (CIJ 931).” 

2:10 The mention of proselytes in the Pentecost crowd is illustrated 
by the ossuary of a man so designated, named Judas, but with a father 
bearing a Greek name: (ossuary of) ‘lovSatos Aayaviwvos tpoondtTou 
(CI] 1385), from Jerusalem and probably of similar date.® 

3:2 If the ‘Beautiful Gate’ is correctly identified with the Nicanor 
Gate named in the Mishna (Middoth 1.4; cf. Yoma 38a) and described 
by Josephus as distinguished by remarkable doors of Corinthian 
bronze (BJ 5.5.3.201-203), there is a remarkable illustration in the 
preservation of the ossuary of its maker, inscribed ‘Ootd tév Tod 
Neikd lvopos ’AdeEav8péws, | trott}oavtos tas Bbpas (CIJ 1256 = OGIS 
599). It seems to have been that which led from the Women's Court to 
the sanctuary, though Josephus’ words are not clear.? Nicanor and 


citizens, farmers, metics and Jews. Josephus records an appeal of the Cyrenian 
Jews to Augustus against abuses (Ant. 16.6.1.160-61) and cites a subsequent 
letter of M. Agrippa to the Cyrenians to reinforce the emperor's response (Ant. 
16.6.5.169-70). Jews of Cyrene are elsewhere prominent in the New Testament 
itself: Mk 15:21 = Mt. 27:32 (cf. Rom. 16:13); Acts 6:9; 13:1. Josephus further attests 
an insurrection under Vespasian leading to the deaths of 2000 Jews resident in 
Cyrene (Vita 76.424); 3000 in the longer account in BJ 7.11.1-3.437-50), and 
according to Dio, a Jewish revolt under Trajan involved a savage massacre of the 
Cyrenian Greeks (Dio 68.32), in which 220,000 are said to have perished. One 
inscription of Jaffa (CIJ] 950) records the burial of a Jew of the Pentapolis, 
probably that of Cyrenaica. 

The lack of epigraphical material from Cyrene illustrates the fragmentary and 
unpredictable state of our evidence, which may depend not only on accidents of 
survival but on imponderables of local custom or circumstance. A glance through 
some inscriptions of Cyrene reveals a surprising frequency in the area of several 
unremarkable Greek or Latin names otherwise popular among Jews (Theodorus, 
Dositheus, Theodotion, Rufus, etc.), sometimes in association in the same families 
or groups (e.g. CIG 5316). Judaism may often be hidden under Hellenized 
nomenclature. 

7 On ‘Judaea’ see above ch. 4, pp. 126-28, and below p. 243 where it is argued 
that this name is freely used without the articles. 

8 (Ed.) The term is also found in the Aphrodisias inscription; see Appendix 2 
and the literature there cited. 

9 Luke's narrative is not explicit about the topography, though if the D reading 
of 3:11 preserves an accurately inferential expansion of the sequence of events, it 
would well fit the alternative supposition that the gate lay between the Court of 
the Women and the Court of the Gentiles. The difficulty is complicated by the 
evidently erroneous topography of the Mishnah. See Haenchen, p. 198; Marshall, 
pp. 87-88 ad loc. for discussion of the problem. Haenchen is not however justified 
in his gratuitous doubt reserved exclusively for Luke's evidence (p. 199n). 
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his gate are apparently to be dated no later than early Ist cent. AD. 

3:11 Solomon's colonnade: according to John 10:23 this was the 
place where Jesus had walked at the Feast of Dedication, ostensibly 
only a year or so before. Acts elsewhere represents this as a place of 
meeting of the Christian community (5:12; also perhaps 2:46, where 
the location in the Temple is not specified). Cf. G, p. 190 above. 10 

5:1 Ananias: for this name cf. CI] 944 (Jaffa), 967 (Gaza; an Ara- 
maic-Greek bilingual, where the Aramaic preserves the original gut- 
tural M, better rendered in Greek with a rough breathing), 1086 (Beth 
She‘arim), 1262a, 1307 (all Hebrew or Aramaic ossuaries of 
Jerusalem). These are all examples of (H)ananias/Hananiah (‘Yah is 
gracious’), itself fairly common and with other cognates and 
variants. 11 

5:1 Sapphira: a name well attested in contemporary Jerusalem. J. 
Klausner went so far as to claim the actual identification of this 
woman's remains in a beautifully decorated bilingual ossuary dis- 
covered in Jerusalem in 1923, apparently CIJ 1378.12 This is mere 
wishful thinking.!3 But the name occurs also on CIJ 1272a in Greek 
and on 1282c in Semitic, also Jerusalem ossuaries. It is taken to be 
Aramaic shappira (‘beautiful’) and seems not to be easily paralleled 
in more western or Hellenized Judaism. 

5:36 Theudas: The problem has been noted above and some 
discussion of the name is offered on pp. 162f., n. 5 in Chapter 5. The 


10 This reference, according to Haenchen (p. 204 ad loc.), ‘is intended to 
heighten the local colour’. His strictures on Luke here are based on a literalistic 
hypercriticism, and claim that Luke's topography is incompatible with that of 
Josephus and the Mishnah, which are on Haenchen's own showing unclear or 
erroneous, and probably contradictory. One need say no more than that Luke is 
not concerned to detail sequentially all the movements of the apostles, where 
these are immaterial to the thrust of his narrative. Whether or not Luke was fa- 
miliar with the Temple is scarcely answerable either way from this passage. If 
any local reference may be dismissed as contrived ‘local colour’, it becomes hard 
to know how any narrative could be authenticated. Where such reference is un- 
studied and parenthetic, and correlates with other implicit evidence, the pattern 
may point rather to authenticity. Instances must be judged on their merits rather 
than prejudged. 

11 In an interesting note C.G. Tuland, ‘Hanani-Hananiah’, JBL 77 (1958), pp. 
157-61, gives telling reasons for the actual identification of a man of this name in 
the Elephantine papyri with Hanani the brother of Nehemiah (Neh. 1:2; 7:2). Both 
texts fluctuate between the short and long forms of the name, though in the book 
of Nehemiah different persons may be denoted. 

12 J. Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, pp. 289-90n. 

13 We are not often in the case of Acts in the position to claim reference to an ac- 
tual person independently attested, except where dealing with rulers and gover- 
nors otherwise known to recorded history. Cf. p. 235 ad Erastus (19:22), below. 
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point to stress is that it was probably a great deal more common than 
is suggested by the number of formal attestations, and is often, but not 
necessarily, Jewish.!4 Apart from the Jewish examples previously 
noted, cf. I. Eph. 1001.2 (Ephesian Curetes-list of time of Tiberius); 
1015.7; 1016.12 (both of same man, late Ist AD); IGRR 4.841 (Hiera- 
polis; Flavius Theudas, brother of Flavius Theodorus). Other minor 
variants are found: Theoda[s] in IGRR 1.1438, of Tyra, Moesia; AD 
181); Theudes (J. Eph. 3312, of Teira [Tire], Lydia). The evidence 
could be much extended. 

5:37 The designation 6 Fadt\atog is paralleled by the Hebrew de- 
signation "2"727 on several ossuary texts from the group from Beth- 
phage (pre-AD 70): CI] 1285 Nos. 5, 14; 1286 Nos. 4, 10. 

6:1 For the ‘Hellenist’ problem see pp. 175f., esp. n. 31. If the termi- 
nology, at least here, reflects a tension between Greek and Hebrew 
speakers in the Jewish (and Jewish-Christian) communities in Jeru- 
salem, the situation is abundantly illustrated passim by the mixture 
of languages and transliterations in the contemporary Jerusalem os- 
suaries. The seven deacons (6:5) all have Greek names, some rare. 

7:58 Saul: the name seems fairly rare in the inscriptions, and I have 
not found instances outside the Semitic East. Josephus mentions a 
prominent Jewish activist Zatkos or Zaoddos in the events in Jeru- 
salem in AD 66 (Ant. 20.9.4.214; BJ 2.17.4.418; 2.20.1.556, 558) and a 
different namesake in BJ 2.18.4.469. In the inscriptions cf. ZaodAos in 
IGLS 4.1319 (=CIJ 803, Apamea, Syria); ZaovX, CI] 953 (Jaffa); TSW, 
CI] 1208 (Touba, AD 433, in Aramaic). There are also two references 
to Jews of Tarsus resident in Jaffa (CI] 925, 931). The variants ZaovaA 
and ZatAos are both found in Acts (cf. 9:4; 22:7; 26:14 for the unin- 
flected Hebraic form). The former is used in solemn address and 
Hebraic contexts. 

8:5 ‘The city of Samaria’ has caused difficulty, for the Old Testa- 
ment city of this name had been renamed Sebaste at its refoundation 
by Herod the Great, and many scholars have been tempted to adopt 
the textual variant with anarthrous méAwv, and then to identify ‘a city’ 
with Shechem or Gitta, the birthplace of Simon Magus (Justin Martyr, 
Apol. 1.26.2; cf. v. 9), rather than with Samaria-Sebaste.15 It is not 
however clear that the new name invariably superseded the old. 
There are several passages in Josephus where the contexts require us 


14 Thus in English the name ‘Bert’ is probably rare in documents, but may rep- 
resent colloquially several distinct formal names. 

15 Alternatively, some understand Sebaste by rendering ‘the [main] city of Sa- 
maria’. Metzger, Textual Comm., pp. 355-56 ad loc., reflects the dilemma. The 
committee was convinced of the need to print the article by the external evidence, 
though internal considerations favoured its absence; it is placed in square brackets. 
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to understand ‘Samaria’ of the city, and while some of these have his- 
toric reference to Herodian or earlier dates (BJ 1.7.7.156; 1.8.4.166; 
1.11.6.229; 1.15.6.299; etc.), others, like Ant. 17.10.9.289, have a post- 
Herodian setting. Indeed the city is once designated Zapapetq TH 
KAnbelon LeBaoth (Ant. 15.7.7.246), a common variant of the for- 
mula introducing alternative names, a phenomenon attested thou- 
sands of times for persons and many times also for places. There is 
also much fluctuation in the ethnic between Lapapeims and Lapa- 
pets. Both are found in Josephus, and it is not clear whether there is 
any consistent distinction between them, though in some cases Zapa- 
pevs is better understood of an inhabitant of the city (BJ 1.3.7.65). 
Similar variation can be found in the inscriptions: Zapap{tas (IG 
12.8.439, Thasos); Zapapitavis (IG 14.633, Vibo/Valentia = Monte- 
lione, Italy); Zapapleitis, fem. UG 3.2.2891, 2892, both Athens), be- 
side Zapapevs (IGRR 1.506, Himera, Sicily, Roman period). The New 
Testament always has Zapaple)ims, but alwaysin contexts best taken of 
an inhabitant of the territory or member of a religious community.!6 

8.25 The name, or rather title, ‘Candace’ is attested elsewhere (e.g. 
Strabo 17.1.54 = 820-21; Pliny, NH 6.35.186; Dio 54.5.4; all cited by 
Bruce, Acts, p. 191). Cf. D, p. 163 ad 8:27. 

9:11 The ‘addresses’ given here and in 10:6 may be compared with 
the onpactat attached to some papyrus letters (e.g. POxy 14.1678.28- 
31; 1773.40; and most interestingly the lengthy directions preserved 
separately in POxy 34.2719; all of 3rd AD).1!” 

9:36 There is an interesting parallel in Josephus (BJ 4.3.5.145) for 
the equivalence Tabitha = Dorcas, where an assassin John is desig- 
nated as son of Dorcas in his native tongue, presumably Bar Tabitha 
(son of ‘Gazelle’).18 While this, as in Acts, is a translation of an Ara- 
maic name or title, ‘Dorcas’ is recorded, somewhat rarely, as a Greek 
name in its own right, and the point of mentioning it here may be that 
Tabitha used it as an alternative name. There are also at least three 
examples from Athens (IG 22.11214, 4th BC; 11215, 2nd BC; 9128, of a 
woman of Cyrene, 2nd-1st BC). 

10:1 Cornelius (cf. E, p. 177 above): for the Greek formulation of a 
Roman name of earlier date without cognomen see e.g. AevKLos 
Kopvijdtos | Aeuxtou Pwpatos (IG 22 10153, of Athens, 2nd-Ist BC); 
16 YeBPaotnvds is also, quite naturally, attested as the city ethnic (e.g. Jos. Ant. 
19.9.1.356; 20.8.7.176). Samarita is also found as the Latin ethnic (Tac. Ann. 12.54). 

17 See further R.W. Daniel, Through Straying Streets: A Note on ZHMAZIA- 
Texts’, ZPE 54 (1984), pp. 85-86. He argues that onnaola should be rendered 
‘directions’ rather than ‘address’. 


18 Was his mother another Jewish Tabitha = Dorcas, or is his soubriquet merely 
an allusion to his elusiveness? 
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with the inclusion of cognomen in closely similar later formulations 
see IG 22 10148, of Ist-2nd AD ; 10160, Ist AD. 

12:13 Rhoda: the name is well attested. See for example IG 22 
12570 (Athens, Roman period), 12571 (Athens, 4th BC), and several 
examples of burials far from home: IG 22 9864 (n.d.) and 9865 (2nd 
AD) are both of Milesian women at Athens; SB 1.392, a Mysian in 
Egyptian Alexandria (3rd BC), IG 2? 8274, an Antiochene at Athens 
(1st BC) and Maiuri, Nuova Silloge Epigrafica di Rodi e Cos, 159, 
another Antiochene in Rhodes (n.d.).19 

13:1 Manaen: this belongs to that group of Hebrew Jewish names 
which are rarely found outside the Semitic East, often no doubt being 
replaced elsewhere by Greek or Latin alternative names. The usual 
sources do not cite documentary instances, but these are easily found, 
though spellings and Hellenizations of the name vary greatly: Mavd- 
TLos (CIJ 883, near Haifa, the form which is usually printed in texts 
of Josephus), Mevapds (CI 965, Ascalon), Mevar(s) (CIJ 1137, Beth 
She‘ arim), beside the Aramaic 0/71 [sic] (CIJ 988, Nazareth), and a 
bilingual ossuary inscription with Greek Mavayy (CIJ 1344, Jeru- 
salem). For the term otvtpo¢os, in this technical sense of a client-com- 
panion, see New Docs 3.37-38, No. 9, and documents there cited. 

13:7 Sergius Paulus (see C, p. 109; and D, pp. 166f.): While 
recognizing that we cannot identify this man among the possibilities 
offered, the existence of a prominent Roman family bearing these 
names and active in the period of Acts is sufficiently established. 

13:8 Elymas: some commentators seem to have made an unneces- 
sary problem for themselves (and then exercised unnecessary in- 
genuity in trying to solve it) by explaining ‘Elymas’ (or some variant) 
as a translation or explanation of ‘Bar-Jesus’ (or a variant) for Greek 
readers.20 The point is rather that the obscure ‘Elymas’ is rendered 
udyos, as deriving from a Semitic root cognate with the Arabic ‘alim 
(wise, learned).2! Alternatively, L. Yaure offers a derivation from the 


19 Cf. also Ramsay's chapter ‘Rhoda the Slave-Girl’ in BRD, pp. 209-21. The 
name, ‘Rose’, seems less common than might have been supposed. Its occurrence 
in Greek Comedy has often been noticed, e.g. Menander, Hiereia frag. 245.6, 
546.5, and it was the name of the mistress of the slave Hermas (Herm. Vis. 1.1.1). 
Ihave here added several references to those contained in MM and BAGD. 

20 Zahn, Apostelgeschichte, 2.417-18; Lake and Cadbury, BC 4.143-44. 

21 Thus Bruce, Acts, pp. 256-57, Haenchen, pp. 398-99. It is to Haenchen's credit 
that he does not use the apparent difficulty and incongruity of the passage to 
criticize Luke where the text points here to a different explanation. I am not per- 
suaded by Lake and Cadbury's alternative suggestion that peBeppnvetetar has 
become so weakened in sense as to amount to little more than a formula for a 
supernomen. Such formulae are abundantly attested (see esp. New Docs 1.89-96, 
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Aramaic haloma (dreamer), seeing this narrative as recalling closely 
Jeremiah's struggle with the ‘dream-prophets’, oniromancy being of 
the essence of his art.22 There is no more essential difficulty here 
than the occurrence of a rare and obscure name, presumably in any 
case a Semitic name in transliteration. 

13:9 Paul: for further discussion and documentary illustration of 
the name see my article ‘The Name of Paul’, TB 36 (1985), pp. 179-83. 

13:14 Pisidian Antioch: the preferred reading is ‘AvtTi6xetav Thy 
Thhov8iav & A BC p* where Western and Byzantine texts have tis 
Tlot8las. The city belonged to Phrygia, not Pisidia, but was called 
‘Pisidian Antioch’, or more fully ‘Antioch near Pisidia’ (thy ... ’A . 
Thy pds TH TovSiq, Strabo 12.6.4 = 569; 12.8.14 = 577) as it guarded 
against the turbulent tribes of that area.23 Metzger, Textual Comm., 
pp. 404-405 gives {B} probability to this reading. The objection has 
occasionally been made that the adjective ‘Pisidian’ ought to be 
Thovdtk4, not Movdta, but Ptolemy (Geog. 5.5.4) ascribed the city to 
Ppvyla TTI.ovSla; one of those terms must be taken adjectivally.24 

13.20 Saul: the uninflected Hebraic form in speaking of the OT 
king. Cf. 7:58.25 

14:6 The implication is that the crossing from Iconium to Lystra 
involved a passage across a linguistic and administrative boundary 
from Phrygia to Lycaonia, a fact reflected in onomastics of the 
district. Thus, to take a rare example of a Phrygian name in the New 
Testament, Apphia of Colossae, in Phrygia (Phlm. 2). This name, in 
variant spellings 'Amdla, ’Addla, rarely ‘Adla etc., is common in 
No. 55) and no evidence is cited for the postulated sense of the verb. There is 
nothing to be gained from the Western reading ‘'Etupas or Etowpas, or from the 
possible influence on this form of the name of the Jewish magician Atomos in Jos. 
Ant. 20.7.2.142, also a Cypriot. There is no ground for identifying him with 
Elymas. 
22 Yaure, ‘Elymas-Nehelamite-Pethor’, JBL 79 (1960), pp. 297-314. His case looks 
impressive, though in dismissing the idea of an ‘Arabic’ derivation (pp. 302, 303) 
he may be too facile. The point is that the Arabic is taken to represent a Semitic 
root which may have been represented also in Aramaic. That may still be hypo- 
thetical, and indeed wrong, but it need not be presented as an absurdity. 
23 See further W.M. Calder, The Boundary of Galatic Phrygia’, MAMA 7.ix-xvi; 
C.J. Hemer, ‘The Pisidian Texts’, Kadmos 19 (1980), pp. 54-64, esp. pp. 62-64. 
24 The later manuscripts reflect a much later situation, when Antioch had 
become metropolis of a new province of Pisidia under Diocletian. The formu- 
lations however vary, even in the first two centuries, when Antioch was assigned 
to Pisidia by Pliny (NH 5.24.94), and Ptolemy (Geog. 5.4.9) calls the city 
*AvTtdxeta TTtovdlas. 
25 Cf. the problem of the two forms of ‘Jerusalem’ in Acts (‘lepovoadyp, ‘Tlepo- 
oddupa). See further I. de la Potterie, ‘Les deux noms de Jérusalem dans les Actes 
des Apétres, Biblica 63 (1982), pp. 153-87. 
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inscriptions of Phrygia and rare elsewhere, even allowing for possible 
confusions with feminines of the nomen ‘Appius’ of Rome.26 The 
examples are drawn from every part of Phrygia, including the west 
and southwest from which the language is unrecorded, and include 
examples partly written in Phrygian proper (MAMA 4.122) or in a 
corrupt Phrygian-Greek patois (MAMA 4.310). Systematic search 
might well reveal examples specifically from Antioch and Iconium. 
Conversely, the native names recorded from Iconium, such as (masc.) 
Tatas, Manos, Nesis, Indakos, Papas (fem.), Babeis, Doudous, Ba, 
Tatis, Kakka, are of types paralleled all over the area, but not 
southward (MAMA 8.300-16). The long lists of male names in the 
Tecmorean documents of Pisidian Antioch provide such recurring 
forms as Menneas, Papas, Papias, Appas, Iman, Dadés, Manos, which 
would also lend themselves to further study. The Christian Papias (c. 
60-130) was bishop of Hierapolis in Phrygia. S. Mitchell (ANRW 
2.7.2 [1980], p. 1061 n. 38) makes a similar point about Phrygian 
names: ‘The commonest forms become tiresomely familiar: Appta, 
Atma, Attas, AovSa, Kovaos, Mavns, Metpos, Mouva, Novva, ITpetets, 
Zovoous’, but stresses also that the population of Iconium was 
‘demonstrably mixed’. After citing some Phrygian names, including 
several in this list, he notes also the occurrence in Iconium of Thou- 
thous, Ouddous, Ouadous, Ourandis and Trokondas, al] paralleled in 
the mountains of S. Anatolia.27 

The varied testimonies of the literary texts must be understood in 
this context of a well-defined ethnic identity which occupied a 
territory including both Antioch and Iconium over many centuries. 
Xenophon's els ‘Ikéviov, Tis Ppvylas TwéXv éoxdtmy (Anab. 1.2.19, 
394 BC) correctly describes the position in the 1st cent. AD. Pliny NH 
5.41.145 ascribes ‘Conium’ to Phrygia, though his unclear expression 
in NH 5.25.95 appears to contradict this, associating Iconium with 


26 Note the inscriptions: IGRR 4.868 (Colossae); MAMA 1.4, 117 (both Laodicea 
Combusta); 4.17 (mod. Afyon Karahisa), 122 (Metropolis), 276A, 304 
(Dionysopolis, the former alluding to a woman of Hierapolis), 310 (Motella), 318, 
320 (Pepouza); 5.256 (Nacolea); 6.133, 141a (Heraclea and Salbacum), 191, 206 
(Apamea Cibotus), 307 (Acmonia), 353, 357 (Dioclea), 362 (mod. Olucak, Tembris 
valley); 7.153, 155 (Hadrianopolis), 237 (? Claneos), 356 (? Vetissus); 8.253 
(Savatra). Of these, all locations except Heraclea are in Phrygia; Heraclea is just in 
Caria, but in the two texts there the name ‘Applina’ is associated with charac- 
teristically Phrygian names (Tatias, Midas, Nanas). 

27 The standard works on indigenous names of Asia Minor are L. Zgusta, Klein- 
asiatische Personennamen (Prag: Tschechoslowakische Akademie der Wissen- 
schaften, 1964), and L. Robert, Noms indigénes dans l'’Asie Mineure gréco-romaine 
(Paris: Librarie Adrien Maisonneuve, 1963). 
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Lycaonia but then drawing an implicit antithesis with ‘Lycaonia 
proper’. He also assigns Antioch to Pisidia (NH 5.24.94). The 
explanation of these anomalies may lie in his undigested 
juxtaposition of sources of different periods, as where again he shifts 
from a Celtic view of Galatia to an enumeration of places on the 
borders of Pamphylia in one paragraph (5.42.146-47). Cicero reckons 
Iconium to Lycaonia (ad Fam. 15.4.2); Strabo (12.6.1 = 568) is not 
explicit; Hierax, a native of the city, assigns it explicitly to Phrygia 
(Acta Justin Martyr, 4, 2nd cent. AD).28 It must be noted that Roman 
administrative boundaries were imposed for historical or strategic 
reasons which took no account of older national identities, and that 
rearrangements of this kind subsequently did attach Antioch and 
Iconium to Pisidia and Lycaonia respectively. The association of 
Iconium with Lycaonia is plausible as a level plain extends eastward 
from Iconium with no apparent geographical boundary, such as 
might appear in the mountains to the west. When I visited the area in 
April 1969, there was extensive flooding from the spring overflow of 
the Carsamba Su, and the floods and swamps of this imperceptible 
depression must have created a seasonal barrier in antiquity and 
helps to account for the continued separation of the Phrygian and 
Lycaonian peoples in this neighbourhood.29 

14:11f. For the grouping of Zeus with Hermes in the local religion 
of the Lystra district, as attested by inscriptions, see C, p. 111. 

15:22 Judas called Barsabbas: cf. Joseph Barsabbas in 1:23, a cog- 
nomen meaning ‘son of the Sabbath’.30 

15:22 Silas in Acts is clearly identical with Paul's ‘Silvanus’ (1 
Thess. 1:1; 2 Thess. 1:1; 2 Cor. 1:19; cf. 1 Pet. 5:12), and the latter Latin 
name serves as his cognomen as a Roman citizen (cf. Acts 16:37). The 
name Silas is relatively rare, but parallels for it as a Semitic name 
have been noted in Palmyrene inscriptions, and it has been explained 
as a Hellenization of the Aramaic form of ‘Saul’ (BAGD). MM and 
others have cited IGRR 3.817, from Cilicia. Note also OGIS 604, of 
Emesa (Syria). Both examples are interesting cases of alternative 
names joined by 6 kat. There is also a Jewish instance from the later 
synagogue at Dura-Europos (CJ 830, 3rd cent. AD); another from 
Antibes (Antipolis) has been reported in New Docs 1.120, No. 78.31 


28 See Ramsay, BRD, p. 56; Wikenhauser, p. 336-37; S. Mitchell, ANRW 2.7.2 
(1980), p. 1061. 

29 See further Ramsay, Cities of St. Paul, pp. 324-25. 

30 Bruce, Acts, p. 79. 

31 This text, discovered in 1884, is unknown to all the usual publications, and 
may be cited fully here from its publication by B. Blumenkranz, ‘Premiers 
témoignages épigraphiques sur les juifs en France’, Salo Wittmayer Baron Jubilee 
Volume, ed. S. Lieberman and A. Hayman (Jerusalem: American Academy for 
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16:14 Lydia: for the name cf. L. Robert, BCH, 102 (1978), p. 405 
(Sardis, Ist AD), SEG 28 (1978) 869 (= I. Eph. 424a; Ephesus, 1st— 
2nd AD), both of women of social standing; TAM 3.661, of Ter- 
messus, as a supernomen (Cf. C, pp. 114f.). For the social status of this 
Lydia see New Docs 2.26-28, No. 3; 3.54, No. 17. There is an in- 
teresting illustration of the Thyatiran purple trade and its continuing 
links as a Macedonian colony with the homeland in a 2nd cent. 
inscription of Thessalonica (IG 10.2.1.291). The guild of toppupoBagor 
in ‘Eighteenth Street’ of that city (cf. L. Robert, Etudes Anatoliennes, p. 
535 n. 3) set up a memorial to a colleague from Thyatira.32 

16:17 The classic study by Nock, Roberts and Skeat,33 discusses 
Theos Hypsistos as well as the more explicitly pagan Zeus Hypsistos. 
Nock sees both Jewish and pagan henotheistic trends as possible 
strands in the background of cults so called. The term ‘Hypsistos’ is 
not necessarily an indicator of Jewish influence. He notes however a 
characteristically Macedonian background of the epithet, and that 
many of the places where Hypsistos cults are attested were Mace- 
donian colonies, and include Thyatira (p. 62). Two new dedications to 
Zeus Hypsistos are reported from near Serrae, close to Philippi itself 
(SEG 30 [1980] 591, of c. AD 154; 592, n.d.). The concept of ‘salvation’ 
may be illustrated in pagan contexts, especially in Asia Minor. 


Jewish Research, 1974) I. 229-35: ['lo]totos Zelhou (noe Erect of’ (pp. 234-35). 
While unremarkable in itself, this text, ascribed to the late 2nd cent. AD, is an im- 
portant addition to the scanty evidence for Judaism in Roman Gaul. Its Jewish 
character depends wholly on the personal names, and Blumenkranz, strangely, 
stresses the common Jewish use of Justus’ (= Zadok) without mentioning its col- 
location here with ‘Silas’. The stone is said to be lost, but the article carries a 
photograph from a mould in the Antikes Museum. Blumenkranz et al., Histoire 
des Juifs en France (Toulouse: Edouard Privat, 1972), p. 14, also refers to this in- 
scription, but adds nothing to the fuller account. 

32 guii\Geta, the term used here for ‘guild’, is not cited in this sense in LSJ, but 
the Supplement notes it from Thessalonica and Beroea, but not apparently from 
this inscription. The text was noticed in Wikenhauser, pp. 410-11, and hence 
mentioned in Haenchen, p. 494. For Philippi cf. also the epigraphic fragment ... 
puJrpuraril ... (CIL 3.664). 

33 A.D. Nock, C. Roberts and T.C. Skeat, ‘The Gild of Zeus Hypsistos’ HTR 29 
(1936), pp. 39-88. The actual inscriptions of Philippi are not very informative 
about local cults, as they are mostly in Latin, and reflect the Roman interests of 
the colonial settlement rather than the indigenous culture which predominates in 
this scene. Many colonies display this sharp cultural dichotomy, even where 
there is no ground for believing they were formally constituted as ‘double com- 
munities’, a suggestion rejected for the case of Philippi by S. Mitchell, Historia 28 
(1979), p. 438. Note however a Latin dedication to 1OM (Iuppiter Optimus 
Maximus; Dimitsas 941) and a Greek dedication to the Mother of the gods 
(Dimitsas 931; cf. 997). 
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17:34 Damaris: the suggestion that this apparently unparalleled 
name is a variant of ‘Damalis’ (heifer) goes back to Renan, Saint Paul, 
p- 209n. The latter form is indeed attested in Macedonia, but not, to 
the best of my knowledge, in Athens: Dimitsas 438 (= IG 10.2.1.452, 
Thessalonica, early imperial), 1050 (Latin fragment, Doxaton, near 
Philippi, n.d.). It also appears in Horace, Odes 1.36.13, 17-18. A form 
nearer to that in Acts is a man's name appearing in the genitive as 
Aapdptog in a fragmentary dialectal context (I. Cret. 4.235, of Gortyn). 
Perhaps this, and some other similar or derivative forms, are Doric 
variants incorporating the element Sayo0s (6yjpos). Cf. Aapaplwy 
(POxy 4.706.11, of c. AD 115; POxy 14.1734.2, of late 2nd-3rd AD); 
Anpaplwv (SB 1.4206.78, of Hermoupolis Magna, 80-69 BC); Anydpov 
(fem.) (IG 22.8618, of Athens, 1st AD: a woman of Heraclea, 
presumably in Pontus; BGU 702.5-6, from the Fayum, AD 151); also 
shortened to Anudpiv (fem.; PRyl 2.243.1, provenance unknown, 2nd 
AD. Cf. ll. 13, 16 of the same papyrus, which have the longer form).34 
There is also a Spartan ephor P. Memmius Damares (CIG 1241.18, 
Hadrianic). 

18:2 Aquila is a frequent Roman name, regularly Hellenized in the 


34 The statement of BAGD that ‘Damalis’ was a ‘rather common’ name needs to 
be taken with the fact that it is unexampled in Preisigke’s Namenbuch and among 
the thousands of personal names in the epigraphic index to Athens in /G 3.2. 
Nor have I succeeded in finding it in the (unindexed) expanded replacement of 
IG 3 in IG 22, where I have noted several other attestations of names mentioned 
in this study. BAGD refer to MM; MM refer to Renan, who cites W. Pape, 
Worterbuch der griechischen Eigennamen (Braunschweig: Biewig, 3rd edn, 1863), p. 
266. Pape notes the reference in Horace, and otherwise cites only a fragment of 
the 6th cent. Byzantine historian Hesychius of Miletus. His work (ed. K. Mueller, 
Fragmenta Historicorum Graecorum, Vol. 4 [Paris: Firmin-Didot, 1885], pp. 151-52, 
frag. 4.29-30) tells an anecdote of a memorial built in Byzantium by the Athenian 
commander Chares to his wife, embodying a visual play on the meaning of her 
name ‘Damalis’. That seems to be the sum total of primary evidence for BAGD's 
claim; it is notable that successive writers quote preceding authors rather than 
attestations. Solin, GPR 2.1046 gives 22 examples from Rome, but there the 
Greek nomenclature is aberrant, and seems heavily weighted by Greek names 
conventionally given to slaves. ‘Damalis’ certainly occurred as a name, and I 
have added here to the instances, but it remains an open question whether or not 
it is connected with the present name. The L/R change is certainly possible in 
Greek of different periods, but many examples exist also in Roman Athens of 
Doric a for 7. Names based on the stems ‘Damal-’ and ‘Damar-’ both occur, but 
both may fairly be considered rather rare. In Acts h reads ‘Damalis’, but we 
should hesitate to build on the occurrence of an isolated variant. The omission of 
the woman's name altogether in most witnesses to the Western text seems to 
reflect a tendency apparent elsewhere in that text-form (Bruce, Acts, p. 341; Epp, 
Theological Tendency, pp. 75n, 168n.). The masculine Aapddns also occurs (SIG3 
153.62, Athe1.s, 337-373 BC, a man of Andros [and his father]). 
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inscriptions as ‘AktAas or ‘Axkvldas. It merits a brief note as being 
interestingly attested in contemporary Pontus, the stated origin of our 
character. A Roman official of some note, one C. Julius Aquila, whose 
career can be in part reconstructed, was apparently a native of Amas- 
tris in Pontus. IGRR 3.83 (= CIL 3 Suppl.6983, of near Amastris, AD 
45), Tac. Ann. 12.15 (events of AD 49) and IGRR 3.15 = CIL 3.346 
(Bithynia, AD 58-59) all appear to refer to the activities of the same 
man. Aquila the Bible translator also came from Pontus, but was of 
Gentile birth, and does not substantiate specifically Jewish use of the 
name (2nd AD). The name occurs in CI] 797, of near Pessinus, North 
Galatia, but the Jewish ascription of this text is not certain. 

18:3 Tentmaking: we have previously dealt with the reasons for 
taking oxnvoto.és in the traditional sense as ‘tentmaker’ rather than 
‘leatherworker’, cf. C. Ann. épig. (1967), 528 reports a Jewish in- 
scription of Caesarea, reading: [64kn?] ‘lwor | [vlo]i Aeov | [tiov] 
tevt | [opt Jov.35 tevtéptos is unattested in the lexica, but the resto- 
ration is claimed as certain and seems a plausible enough Latinism.36 

18:24 Apollos: the name is evidently a familiar abbreviation of the 
common ‘Apollonius’ or cognates. It is however of unusual interest 
as it seems to be almost unexampled outside Egypt, but is con- 
spicuously common there. There are some thirty examples in the 
index to Preisigke’s Sammelbuch, Vol. 2, alone. While some of these 
are late, the name is frequent throughout the Roman period, and sev- 
eral examples are contained in one list (SB 1.4206, of Hermoupolis 
Magna, 80-69 BC).3” 


35 This was first published by B. Lifshitz, ‘La nécropole juive de Césarée’, RB 71 
(1964), pp. 384-87 (p. 385, No. 2). 

36 Tentorium is frequent in Latin for ‘tent’, but ‘tentmaker’ is tabernac(u)larius, 
from tabernac(u)lum (CIL 6.9053, 9053a). The arguments for oxnvotiotds = ‘lea- 
therworker’ are inconclusive at best. Meaning is not necessarily to be inferred 
from etymology where usage is paramount, but here there is no sufficient ground 
for supposing that usage had strayed from the etymological sense, which cer- 
tainly fits cognate words. I cannot however follow the interesting, but ultimately 
unconvincing, suggestion of O. Broneer, ‘Paul and the Pagan Cults at Isthmia’, 
HTR 64 (1971), pp. 169-87, that providing tents for the biennial Isthmian Games 
in April-May 51 was a major factor in Paul's choice of Corinth as a place of work. 
In view of Paul's own teaching in his Corinthian letters, and his scrupulous care 
not to be a cause of stumbling in so sensitive a cultural mix, it seems doubtful 
that he would, at least by such conscious choice, have laid himself open to the 
imputation of profiting from servicing a festival with inescapably pagan conno- 
tations. The idea would fit precisely the chronology I favour, but that is no reason 
for accepting the convenient. Perhaps a special outlet in Corinth was a market in 
sailcloth. 

37 This strikingly Egyptian provenance may be in some degree fortuitous, in the 
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19:9 Tyrannus (cf. C, p. 120, n. 53): the name is not rare in Western 
Asia Minor, and is frequent in Ephesus. Its recurrence in the Ist-2nd 
cent. Curetes lists may suggest its use as a cognomen in successive 
generations of a small group of perhaps interrelated leading families 
from whom these functionaries were drawn. To those previously 
cited may be added from the same series of documents M. Pacuvius 
Tyrannus of the time of Tiberius (I. Eph. 1001.5). 

19:14 Sceva: this name presents greater uncertainty. It is evidently 

not Greek. It may be a Greek rendering of the Latin cognomen 
‘Scaeva’ rather than a Hebrew name. But that probability throws no 
clear light on the social standing of the man. In some cases a Roman 
cognomen may have marked a Roman citizen, but unless we have a 
nomen the case is doubtful.38 MM cites an instance of Zkevds as a 
‘Thracian’ gladiator of Miletus, the slave of a woman owner (CIG 
2889). To this can be added the epitaph of another gladiator, origi- 
nating from Thessalonica (IGRR 1.701, of Bessapara, Thrace). A 
gladiator might naturally on occasion bear a name ‘left-handed’,39 
indeed the word is recorded as a gladiatorial term: cf. mur(millo) 
scaev(a) (CIL 6.10180). Such parallels may be held to confirm the 
probability of a significant Latin origin. Possibly the man in Acts was 
left-handed, or his name expressed a secondary, metaphorical sense 
of the word as ‘favourable omen’. 
preservation of more informal contexts in the papyri. But this qualification will 
not suffice to explain the pattern of distribution, as formal epigraphical docu- 
ments, like that cited, are prominent among the Egyptian materials, whereas the 
name is not represented, for instance, in the innumerable rustic Greek inscrip- 
tions of Asia Minor, where hypocoristics are otherwise common. The evidence at 
least suggests that ‘Apollos’ was a peculiarly Egyptian abbreviation of ‘Apollo- 
nius’, whereas other forms prevail elsewhere, most commonly ’AteMdas (e.g. 1G 
22 10710, Athens, 1st BC-1st AD; JGRR 3.513, Cadyanda, Lycia), but also "Ate fis 
(e.g. TAM 2.1011, Olympus, Lycia), ’AtoMa (e.g. MAMA 5.218, Nacolea), and 
*"AttoMots (IG 22 9401, Athens, 2nd AD , of a Milesian). All these forms are rela- 
tively much rarer than ‘Apollos’ in the Egyptian indexes. On this name see also 
New Docs 1.88, No. 50. In an interesting note Kilpatrick, ‘Apollos-Apelles’, JBL 
89 (1970), p. 77, argues for the originality of ‘Apelles’ in Acts, as appearing in R* 
and elsewhere. He questions why ‘Apollos’ should have been altered to ‘Apel- 
les’. The answer may be simply that it was the form more familiar outside Egypt. 
38 See E.A. Judge in New Docs 2.106-108, No. 84. 
39 Thave not found any different Hellenization of ‘Scaeva’, though the cognate 
‘Scaevola’ appears as Zkatddas in the restoration of IGRR 4.297.2 = OGIS 437 
(Pergamum, early 1st BC). In any case it is likely that he possessed alternative 
names. There is no need for the supposition that the ‘seven’ sons arose from a 
gloss explaining the name as equivalent to Heb. sheba. Greek -ev- for Latin 
-vev— is natural enough as soon as itacistic tendencies affected Greek pronun- 
ciation and spelling. 
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19:22 Erastus: this name is perhaps less common than sometimes 
suggested, but is attested in Ephesus, whence Paul sends this man. 
The best example is the Ti. Claudius Erastus from a Curetes list dated 
to AD 54-59, referring to the son of the prytanis named at the head of 
this list (I. Eph. 1008.8). The example in MM (SIG? 838, cited by 
them from SIG? 388) is also about a leading Ephesian, but is later 
(= I. Eph. 1487, Ephesus, AD 128-29). A further question is raised 
whether this Erastus is the same as that associated with Paul in Rom. 
16:23 or in 2 Tim. 4:20, passages connected with Corinth, and whether 
the latter are further to be equated with the Corinthian magistrate of 
this name mentioned in a well-known inscription. There is no 
sufficient reason to affirm either of these identifications, and the 
illustrative value of the case is rather that Paul's helper(s) associated 
with Ephesus and Corinth bear a name otherwise attested among 
prominent persons in those cities.40 

19:24 The word dpyupoxétos is well attested in the lexica, and MM 
and BAGD refer to an inscription of Smyrna: SIG? 1263.1 (SIG2 
873.1), but it seems not to have been linked more closely with Ephe- 
sus. Attestations of the ‘silversmiths’ of Ephesus can be found in no 
fewer than seven inscriptions of the city. The guild is formally en- 
titled To lepdv auvédpiov Tav dpyupokdétwr (I. Eph. 636.9-10; cf. 1. 
Eph. 2212.17). The other examples are I. Eph. 547 (1); 547 (2); 586; 
2441; and the acclamation I. Eph. 585, which uses the word dpyv 
poxéos. Its president is designated tpoatdts (I. Eph. 636.11), and the 
epitaph of one member calls him dpyvpoxétos veotroids (I. Eph. 
2212.a6-7). That is, he combined with his trade the office of vewtotds, 


40 See H.J. Cadbury, ‘Erastus of Corinth’, JBL 50 (1931), pp. 42-58. The focus of 
Cadbury's discussion is of the possibility of equating the Erastus who is 
olkovéios Tis Tédws (evidently Corinth) in Rom. 16:23 with the colonial ‘aedile’ 
of the inscription. He inclines to doubt the identification, as (1) the two functions 
were of differing importance, and their holders were likely to have been drawn 
from different social strata, so that an olkovépos was unlikely to graduate to the 
aedileship; (2) the inscription is undated, but is likely to be somewhat later than 
Paul's time. Cadbury's doubts are probably justified. Our present concern is more 
immediately whether Paul's circle included an Ephesian Erastus distinct from the 
Corinthian, or whether the same person is denoted throughout, and had con- 
nections with both cities. From the brief references we cannot answer that ques- 
tion confidently. The prospects of identifying actual persons in Acts from epi- 
graphic sources are generally remote, except where we are dealing with a famous 
person known to secular history. It is apparent in this section that coincidences of 
name, even of the same place and date, may often be substantiated, and illustrate 
the provenance of names and local popularity even of groups of names repre- 
sented in Acts. But, as mentioned above ad Sapphira (p. 224) there is no case 
outside the handful of kings, queens and governors where we should claim 
actual identifications. 
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one of the board of wardens of the temple of Artemis. This office is 
attested passim in the inscriptions, and should not be taken to reflect 
Tro.av vaovs in our text. See C, p. 121. 

19:29 Aristarchus: this Macedonian is identified more specifically 
as being from Thessalonica in 20:4, and appears in the letters of 
Colossians and Philemon (cf. F, p. 188). While the name is itself unre- 
markable, it is interestingly attested from Thessalonica, notably in a 
text where an Aristarchus son of Aristarchus heads a list of politarchs 
(Dimitsas 368, ascribed to the first or second century of Roman rule). 

20:4 Sopater son of Pyrrhus:4! this man is probably identical with 
the Sosipater of Rom. 16:21, where Luke characteristically uses the 
shorter and more familiar form of the name. Both versions are again 
characteristic of Macedonia. For ‘Sosipater’ cf. Dimitsas 671.55 (= IG 
10.2.1.1028, Thessalonica, late 3rd BC), IG 22 12726 (Athens, 1st-2nd 
AD); for ‘Sopater’ cf. Dimitsas 677.17 (Thessalonica, perhaps pre- 
Roman), IG 22 12712 (Athens, 2nd BC), 12713 (Athens, 2nd-3rd AD) 
and 9265 (a Macedonian at Athens, 2nd-1st BC). The patronymic 
‘Pyrrhus’ is likewise characteristic of Macedonian nomenclature. Cf. 
Dimitsas 410 (= IG 10.2.1.524, AD 119) and 411 (= IG 10.2.1.564, early 
3rd AD), both again of Thessalonica. Other parallels could be pursued 
in the corresponding feminines. Thus among aliens in Athens: Pyrrha 
in IG 22 9268 (2nd-1st BC) and Sopatra in IG 22 9271 (3rd BC) are 
both explicitly Macedonian women. 

20:4 Tychicus: this name is not very common and according to 
Horsley in New Docs 2.109, No. 86, the majority of attestations come 
from Rome, and often concern men of servile origin. Solin in GPR 
1.446-47 lists 29 examples from Rome, all within the Ist-3rd AD. 

20:4 Trophimus: in 21:29 it is specified that he was an Ephesian. 
The name is listed as the twelfth commonest Greek cognomen in 
Rome in GPR 2.990-95; 3.1439), with no fewer than 297 occurrences. 
Horsley points out (New Docs 3.91-93, No. 80) that its popularity 
peaks markedly in the first century AD. Some of the Roman fre- 
quencies are very surprising, and may reflect peculiarities of social 
sampling, in particular a high percentage of possible slaves or freed- 
men.42 As a slave-name this probably denoted a house-born slave, 
41 Metzger, Textual Comm., p. 475, gives rating (B) in favour of acceptance of the 
father’s name as original. 

42 The commonest names in GPR include some surprising items at the top. In 
order we find: Hermes, Eros, Alexander, Onesimus, Elpis, Nice, Tyche, Eutyches, 
Eutychus, Irene, Antiochus, Trophimus, Epaphroditus, Apollonius, Dionysius. 
This may be contrasted with the order in a (much smaller) sample in the index of 
IGRR 4 (covering proconsular Asia in the Roman period): Apollonius, Alex- 
ander, Dionysius, Artemidorus, Julianus, Asclepiades, Glycon, Rufus, Demetrius, 
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reared in the family. But in Ephesus it is another of those names 
attested in the families which provided the Curetes and associated 
officers. In I. Eph. 1005.9-10 it is an agnomen of a man formally de- 
signated as a citizen by his chiliastys (time of Claudius or Nero). A 
different man, a Roman citizen, appears in I. Eph. 20A.43, again of 
AD 54-59 and, in a long series of Curetes lists from the Flavian period 
past the turn of the century, one Trophimus regularly serves as 
otovSavaAns (I. Eph. 1011-1029).43 One of the earlier of these 
mentions another Trophimus (I. Eph. 1011.3), and a dynastic 
connection with the cult seems to be maintained in Trophimus son of 
Trophimus into the mid 2nd century (J. Eph. 1045.14). In fact the 
name is frequent and indigenous in western Asia Minor, and among 
Ephesian officials in particular, apart from its apparent proliferation 
as a Slave-name in Rome. 

20:9 Eutychus: this is a common name, on which comment may be 
brief. Again it proliferates in Rome, where this and ‘Eutyches’ rank 
respectively 9th and 8th among the most common Greek names (337 
and 360 times: GPR 2.796-801; 2:801-806; 3.1439), but the variant 
‘Eutychus’ is more popular earlier, with a very strong dominance of 
occurrences in or near the first century, whereas ‘Eutyches’ predomi- 
nates later. 

21:16 Mnason: this form seems relatively rare, and attestations are 
scattered, though cognate names are more frequent. Cf. SEG 31 
(1981) 507, from Thebes in Boeotia (c. 400 BC); IG 22.8070, of Athens 
(2nd-1st BC), of a man from Amisus in Pontus; and several instances 
from Delphi (SIG3 585.47, 78, 238; SIG3 602; both early 2nd BC; SIG3 
826.H.6.30, 117-116 BC). 


Metrodorus, Trypho. (This is on a simple count of entries. It will be noted that all 
these names are masculine, and that Greek renderings of two Latin names have 
rated mention). Such a comparison will give some idea of the factors of social 
and local diversity in the incidence even of the commonest names. ‘Hermes’ ap- 
pears 841 times in the one list and three times in the other. Probably the first con- 
tains a disproportionately high percentage of tombstones of oriental house-slaves 
in Roman households, and the second a disproportion of local civic officials. 
Contrast again a sample of over 3000 names from Termessus in Pisidia (TAM 3 
Index), where the order of abundance is heavily influenced by indigenous forms: 
Hermaeus, Artemeis (f), Trokondas, Moles, Armasta (f), Arteimas, Diotimus, 
Apollonius, Artemon, Nan(n)elis (f), Thoas, Plato, Oa (f). ‘Apollonius’ is the only 
name at all numerous in all three lists. 

43 I was first interested in this group of names on reading the names ‘Tyrannius’ 
and ‘Trophimus’ in situ (together with the common ‘Alexander’) on a Curetes 
list inscribed on the left-hand front column of the Prytaneum, of which I possess 
a clear photograph (cf. C, pp. 120f. ad Tyrannus). The text in question is I. Eph. 
1012, of AD 92-93, in the prytany of the priestess Claudia Trophime. 
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25:13 Bernice: this queen is of course well known to history (cf. D, 
pp. 173f. above), but the form in which her name is transmitted 
merits some comment. It has been pointed out that ‘Berenice’, as a 
Macedonian royal name, was a Macedonian version of Attic 
epevikn. Later the short unstressed vowel after ‘r’ was dropped in 
accordance with Kretschmer’s Law.44 The present form of the 
queen's name is supported by the usual readings of Josephus (e.g. BJ 
2.16.3.344), but the name is given formally in epigraphy as Bepevle)ikn 
(IG 22.3449 = OGIS 428, of Athens). In formal documents the fuller 
form seems usually to be retained until about the 2nd cent. AD. 
Contrast e.g. the similar tombstone formulations of IG 22 9464: 
Bepevikn (1st AD) and IG 22.9465: Beputkn (2nd AD), both women of 
Miletus. It is likely that the vowel was commonly dropped in 
pronunciation before it was omitted in formal spelling, and the short 
form appears in a Jerusalem ossuary (CIJ 1366; presumably pre-70). 
The earliest case of Bepvikn I have noted in a formal document is in 
PTebt 2.316.56, of AD 99.45 

These samples will suffice to illustrate the main point in this 
section. Most of the names treated are either relatively rare or show 
distinctive patterns of popularity in time and place. The onomastics 
of Acts are spread across a variety of types, from the unobtrusively 
and ubiquitously common (Alexander, Dionysius, Demetrius), the 
less common which are of familiar type and derivation and wide- 
spread occurrence (Aeneas, Lysias, Tertullus), the common Greek 
names much affected by Jews (Jason, Justus), the names which, while 
probably widespread, were characteristic of the very cities where 
Acts locates them or of the first century (Tyrannus, Trophimus, Aris- 
tarchus, Erastus), hypocoristic variants highly characteristic of a geo- 
graphical region (Apollos), rare and obscure names (Damaris) in par- 
ticular those of Jewish background which may be Hellenizations of 
uncertain Semitic roots (Agabus, Elymas, and cognomina like Barna- 
bas). Along with this spectrum of distribution is the balance of Greek, 
Latin and Semitic names, in appropriate contexts, but reflecting the 
strange mixture of cultures apparent, with infinite gradations, in the 
index of almost any regional collection of documents of the imperial 
period.46 Perhaps any conclusion here must in its very nature be 


44 See Bruce, Acts, p. 434. 

45 Latin versions of the name seem to have been uninfluenced by the Hellenistic 
change, and to have rendered it as ‘Beronice’ with surprising consistency at all 
periods, with only a slight late tendency to ‘Veronice’. See H. Solin, GPR 1.211- 
12, for 31 instances; also CIL 4.2198, 2256 (Pompeii; Ist AD : the error in the latter 
is not a significant variant). Another Jewish example, also Latinized as ‘Beronice’, 
comes from Sulcis in Sardinia (CI] 658, of 4th or 5th AD). 

46 The names on the Jerusalem ossuaries will give a startling impression of the 
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impressionistic. But the way in which the names of Acts, and indeed 
of the interlocking epistles, fit into the nomenclature of their times is 
impressive. It is not that they obtrude striking parallels all the way, in 
the manner of a skilled novelist creating local colour. It is rather the 
balance of the significant with the common, the obscurely rare and 
the unremarkable which speaks of real life. See now too the valuable 
discussion by E.A. Judge in New Docs 2.106-108 No. 84, on the pro- 
portion and significance of Roman names in the Pauline literature, 
and their incidence in Romanized colonies or Hellenic cities.4” 


‘Jerusalem’ and ‘Luke’ 


Two other names should be mentioned briefly, one which does not 
appear in the text and one which recurs passim, those of Jerusalem 
and of Luke himself. The possible significance of the use of the 
alternative forms ‘lepovoahfy and ‘lepoodé\uya is a standing puzzle. 
The problem is not confined to Acts, the alternation occurs in all the 
Synoptics and in Paul, both forms being contained in Galatians. Both 
versions are, however, found much more often in Acts than in any 
other New Testament book. ‘lepovoadnp is found 28 times in Luke 
and 41 in Acts of a New Testament total of 83, ‘Iepoodé\upa, 
respectively 5 and 19 out of 59. Josephus seems to use ‘lepood\upa 
exclusively, if we may trust the manuscripts, save in one place where 
he cites Clearchus, who puts ‘lepovoady(n) in the mouth of Aristotle 
(Ap. 1.22.179). 

The above statistics may be uncertain on account of textual 
variants,48 but the problem is apparent. While the usage of names 
was sometimes much more fluid in antiquity than modern practice 
allows, it is difficult in the present case not to read significance in the 
alternation.49 This may be supplemented with the observation that 
we have in effect an alternative name analogous with Zatdos 6 kal 
Tlatihos, coexisting further in the same work with the pure Semitic 


confusion of Greek and Semitic in nomenclature, language, script and spelling. 

47 Thus in Paul, ‘Corinth supplies a ratio of Latin to Greek names of 10:7, com- 
pared with 6:5 for the list in Romans 16, and 0:19 for the eastern Aegean sea- 
board’ (Judge, New Docs., 2.107). Again the ratio of Roman praenomina: nomina: 
cognomina on Latin names in a catalogue of the signatures of Corinthian lamp- 
manufacturers is 4:3:11, compared with 7:5:18 in Paul's allusions to Corinthians. 
Parallels for many of the names not discussed here could be readily supplied. 

48 These have been drawn from J.B. Smith's Greek-English Concordance; 
Moulton and Geden give 39 and 25 for the two forms in Acts, de la Potterie 36 
and 23. 

49 See I. de la Potterie, ‘Les deux noms de Jérusalem’, pp. 153-87. 
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transliteration ZaovA, all of the same man, where proper names are 
subject to the kind of stylistic and semantic variation we accord to the 
lexical choice between synonyms. The Greek ethnic is regularly 
Tepooodkusitns (fem. -itis).59 City names and their ethnics are also 
freely designated by the 6 kal formula: in literature Toptmiottons h 
kal Zddot (Ptol. Geog. 5.7.4), and even in the confined space of a coin 
legend NYCAIEQN TWN KAI CKY@OIMOAITWN (BMC Palestine, Nysa- 
Scythopolis No. 4, of Nero, the city otherwise also Biblical Bethshan). 


The name Aouxds, occurring in the NT text only at Col. 4:14; 2 Tim. 
4:11; Phim. 24 presents other points of interest. This is another hypo- 
coristic, which has sometimes been connected with the Latin cog- 
nomen ‘Lucanus’. It is however preferable to relate it to the Latin 
praenomen ‘Lucius’, commonly adapted into Greek from an early 
date as Aovk.os (in early examples sometimes Aevktos), and then 
giving the short form Aoukds in familiar Greek. This equivalence has 
been established by Ramsay (BRD, pp. 370-84) on the basis of three 
dedications to the god Men from Pisidian Antioch. The first (p. 374) is 
of aman Aoukds Tid\.os Kpitwv, who bears the Roman tria nomina, 
but renders the praenomen by a form which can only stand for 
‘Lucius’. In Nos. 2-3 (pp. 376-77) two dedications are made by the 
same family, the same collocation of four names and relationships 
recurring in both, except that the eldest son is in one case Aovktos, in 
the other more familiarly Aouvxés. Here the two variants appear as 
alternative designations of the same person.>! 

The evidence may now be variously extended. Aovkds is well 
attested elsewhere in inscriptions, and occurs also in the papyri. See 
e.g. Liideritz, Corpus jtiidischer Zeugnisse,pp. 5-6, No. 3 (= SB 1.224.3) 
(‘Aoud’, Apollonia in Cyrenaica); CIG 4759 (Egyptian Thebes); 
POxy 12.1446.17 (genitive Aouxétos, AD 161-210); cases which show 
no probability of Christian influence. In Asia Minor Aovktos was often 
shortened in pronunciation to Aovxts, and this variant too is well 
attested: MAMA 1.103 (Laodicea Combusta). The name restored as 
Aotk[t]¢ [O]varé[p]ios II [o]tA lxep (MAMA 5.40.1-2, of Dorylaeum) 
might equally have been Aoux[G]s. But the larger number of both 
variants is in identifiably Christian texts, which if nothing else 
indicate that Aouxds = Aotkis = Aovktos was then taken to have been 


50 Thus e.g. W. Bliimel, Die Inschriften von lasos (Inschriften griechischer Stadte 
aus Kleinasien 28.1), 1.193 (= CI] 749, Iasos, mid 2nd BC), IG 22 8934 (fem., 
Athens, Ist AD). 

51 These texts are now republished as CMRDM 1, Nos. 248a, 195b, 195a 
respectively. Cf. also No. 221 (Aoxas), and 4, No. 9. The use of Latin praenomina, 
absolutely or as cognomina, is habitual throughout the corpus. 
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the evangelist's name. A marble lintel with medallion busts of four 
saints has one inscribed 6 dlytos) Aovkés (MAMA 4.40, at Afyon 
Karahisar), and the name proliferates among Christians (MAMA 
3.80, 87-89, all of Diocaesarea [Uzuncaburc] in Cilicia; 250, 567, 472, 
all of Corycus, the two former with genitive AovKdtos; MAMA 6.59, 
of Tripolis in Lydia). Aotkis too abounds in a Christian setting. One 
Loukis of the Axylon valley in E. Phrygia has brothers named Peter 
and Paul in a text dated before 400, MAMA 1.312). Other examples 
are MAMA 1.242, of Laodicea Combusta, and ‘Aur(elius) Loukis’ of 
Tyriaeum (MAMA 7.124), this last illustrating the liberty taken by 
Hellenized Anatolians with Roman names, in making praenomen into 
cognomen at will. POxy 8.1122.6 has Aouxas as the alternative name 
of one Aurelius Phoebammon (AD 407). 

None of this excludes the possibility that Aovkavég might on 
occasion have been shortened to Aouxds, but I have found no 
evidence to substantiate the possibility, and all the signs point to the 
equivalence with ‘Lucius’. There is no hint that Aovkavés is even 
more than an occasional Latin cognomen, whereas the ‘Lucius’ group 
becomes common among Christians outside its traditional incidence 
as an abundant Roman praenomen. 


Place-Names and Ethnic Titles In Acts and the Inscriptions 


So many confusions and sceptical shibboleths have been festooned 
around Luke's usage of toponyms that it seems desirable to make a 
separate summary statement of some features of ancient nomen- 
clature, to set some of the detailed points in various sections of this 
book in a clearer context. The following general propositions might 
be abundantly illustrated from acquaintance with the epigraphy. 
They concern matters which are sometimes the subject of unsup- 
ported generalizations about what is improbable or impossible. 

(1) The usage of place-names and ethnics is patterned and flexible, 
and their interpretation must be studied in relation to documents of 
the appropriate date, with due recognition that the patterns of usage 
may be remarkably complex. 

(2) It is an oversimplification to distinguish ‘Greek’ from ‘Roman’ 
usages, and to ask whether Luke (or Paul) follows ‘Greek’ or ‘Roman’ 
practices. 

(3) The LSJ entries for ethnics and adjectives of nationality are 
haphazard, fragmentary, and badly misleading. The lexica are in fact 
of little service in this study. It is essential to search the documents at 
first hand. 

(4) Ethnics and their adjectives are used freely in Greek, where for 
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instance ‘the city of the Ephesians’ is a much commoner formulation 
than our preferred ‘city of Ephesus’. 

(5) At various levels of the pattern the name of a city or country 
and its ethnic correspond closely to each other across the flexible 
range of application of both. The common dogma that you cannot call 
civilized people in (South) Galatia ‘Galatians’ reflects this miscon- 
ception. The term does not carry the implication ‘wild Celtic bar- 
barians’, but is a simple reflection of the fact that a territory or 
province was (honourably and officially) called ‘Galatia’. There are 
partial and localized exceptions to this, as where in early sources 
ZiKkedaTs was a Sicilian Greek as opposed to a native Likedds, but 
this distinction too fell into disuse later. One need only note at this 
point the innumerable cases of apparent Greeks, with Greek names, 
who are honourably designated on their tombstones by such ‘bar- 
barian’ ethnics as “Apa, "Acavptos, OpaE, AtBts, MijSos, Lvpos or 
pvté, or for that matter [addm™m¢, all instances I have found in the epi- 
graphy of Athens alone. Occasionally the person's city is spelled out, 
and a ‘Syrian’ may turn out to be a citizen of Antioch, the third city of 
the Roman world. 

(6) There are considerable trivial variations in the formations of 
ethnics, local eccentricities and alternative forms. Amid this confused 
welter, the self-designation of a city and its people on its own inscrip- 
tions and coins merits special attention as giving the basic form. If, as 
very commonly, Luke gives this form, the fact is of some positive in- 
terest, though the point may be slight; literary sources are often un- 
predictably variable. But in any case little weight can be attached to 
the existence of variations and aberrations. 

(7) Fluctuations between different forms of an ancient name may 
be akin to the variation between synonyms. The co-existence of ‘lepo- 
oéduna and ‘lepovoaAnp in the same writings (cf. also Jos. Ap. 
1.22.179) is not per se so odd as it may seem to us. There is a real se- 
mantic/theological problem posed by it, but that problem is perhaps 
rather like that of discriminating between synonyms which may not 
cover quite the same semantic fields. Variations in language, formu- 
lation, literature or application may in fact permit important his- 
torical or chronological inferences, and the study of the documents is 
again important from this perspective. 

(8) Due allowance must be made for the variable and irregular 
spellings in the documents, and for miscopyings and false corrections 
in the Biblical and other manuscripts, so that trivial variations are 
separated clearly from substantive ones. Phonetic spellings and 
stonecutters' errors are quite prevalent and confusing in the private 
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and less elevated epigraphy, and less known place-names often 
appear in corrupt forms in manuscripts of even such sources as Pliny. 

(9) The attempt to make theoretical distinctions between sup- 
posedly separate ‘substantial’ and ‘adjectival’ territorial names, as 
being anarthrous or articular (but } ‘lovSala sc. yi) is misconceived. 
The section in Blass-Debrunner on articles with names can be shown 
in the light of representative examples to be fundamentally flawed. It 
is based on extrapolation from a few New Testament examples to an 
erroneous theory. There is much greater fluidity than they allow, and 
the New Testament examples must be explained within a larger 
framework of usage. 

(10) Where real semantic conclusions are to be drawn, those con- 
clusions must be based on the broadest possible description of usage 
and the application of clearly relevant examples. 


Chapter 6 
Acts and Epistles 


Introduction 


There is no simple and automatic route from the confirmation of de- 
tails in Acts to a general defence of its historicity, but there is at least 
a prima facie argument for taking their evidence seriously in ad- 
dressing the larger question. A major part of the case against his- 
toricity is made up not of problems of systematically contradictory 
evidence, but of a theoretical objection: that Acts is a ‘secondary’ 
source. This theoretical objection may be immediately countered by a 
theoretical retort, that there is a logical non sequitur in the objector's 
argument. There is a step missing from the reasoning, in which the 
objector imports the tacit presupposition of the conclusion, that the 
‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ sources are in conflict. It may be that they 
are, and it is crucial to our task to examine whether that is so. But 
then the ‘primary’ /‘secondary’ distinction is not a helpful formu- 
lation to that end, for it is used in a manner which presumes the con- 
flict. There is of course a perfectly valid category-distinction between 
the two types, but that does not carry an automatic value-distinction. 
A writer's own self-revelation may well be tendentious; another's 
account of him may actually be more objective. That may be con- 
sidered wildly improbable in this case, but the range of possibilities is 
not on that account to be limited a priori. Once again, we must know 
what kind of source Acts is, quite apart from the matter of its ‘se- 
condary’ status. And one focus of that decision turns on the question 
whether its evidence for Paul is in fact consonant with that of his own 
epistles.1 It is crucial to our inquiry that we have these two distinct 


1 We must defer the question of which epistles are to be regarded as genuinely 
Pauline. The main argument will in fact be concerned with epistles which are 
generally accepted as genuine, though sometimes of disputed date and 
provenance within Paul's life (e.g. Galatians). But we must attempt to wrestle 
critically with the whole Pauline corpus in so far as all the ostensible epistles 
purport to give evidence for Paul. Only by considering the range of relevant 
material can we evaluate accurately the disputed portions of it. 

The ‘primary’ /‘secondary’ distinction is posed in its acutest form by Knox. 
Cf. his three principles in Corley (ed.), Colloquy: ‘(a) that the merest hint in the 
letters is to be deemed worth more than the most explicit statement of Acts; (b) 
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categories of source material. 

We start from the widely accepted point that Luke shows no 
knowledge of the Pauline Epistles. There are diverse explanations of 
that phenomenon. It has been used to argue a very early or a very late 
date for Acts.2 It could mean that the Epistles were not seen as a 
matter of special note during Paul's life. But our present point is a 
simple one, that Acts is agreed to be essentially independent of the 
Epistles, whatever the explanation for the fact.3 It is clear for in- 
stance that Acts is not a narrative composed around the real or sup- 
posed occasions of the Pauline writings. It is not conceived as an 
introduction to the Pauline Corpus, or anything of that kind. Indeed, 
the tendency of scholarship has been rather to stress the disjunction, 
to see radical problems in the value of Acts, not in any contrived har- 
monization, but in the conflict of independent ‘primary’ and ‘se- 
condary’ evidences. The central planks in this argument from clashing 
evidence are in the areas of theological disparity and of conflicting 
biographical data. It has become the trend to extrapolate from these 
areas Of difficulty to read related questions through sceptical spectacles. 


The ‘Theological Disparity’ between Paul and Luke 


The question of disparity is not easily settled, but it is a less decisive 
matter than it is often made to appear. To put it for the moment in 
general terms: (1) a memoir of Paul by a friend and admirer (if that is 
how we are to read Acts) will not necessarily display profound un- 
derstanding of Pauline thought. The purpose of the book is otherwise 
delimited, and it remains possible that even a companion did not 


that a statement in Acts about Paul is to be regarded as incredible if it conflicts 
directly with the letters (as many statements do) and is to be seriously questioned 
even if a conflict is only suggested; and (c) that statements about Paul in Acts are 
to be accepted with confidence only if such statements are fully and explicitly 
confirmed in the letters.’ Knox goes on to speak of Luke's ‘palpable and gross 
errors’, which ‘raise doubts about his credibility in general’ (pp. 342-43). Our 
previous chapter should suffice at least as a caution against such generalized 
condemnation. 

2 For the early date on this ground see e.g. Guthrie, Introduction, p. 345, and 
for the later see Goodspeed, Introduction, p. 195. Goodspeed's argument, 
however, seems idiosyncratic and subjective, and is tied to his view that the 
Pauline Epistles were ignored until a revival of interest prompted by the 
relatively late publication of Acts led to their collection as a corpus. The essential 
point may be seen in the contention of Vielhauer that Luke's ‘material distance’ 
from Paul implied ‘temporal distance’ (SLA, p. 48). 

3 [Ed.] pace now L. Aejmelaeus, Die Rezeption der Paulusbriefe in der Miletrede 
(Apg. 20:18-35) (Helsinki, 1987), who argues that the author of Acts knew and 
used some of Paul’s epistles. 
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understand the depths of Paul. (2) Paul's epistles are themselves 
occasional documents, and do not represent the straightforward ex- 
position of Paul's ‘gospel’, which they rather presuppose. If Romans 
stands nearest to a reasoned presentation of its essence, and if Gala- 
tians contains a polemic of recall to fundamentals, they may be our 
best prospects. (3) The concept of a Lukan theology distinct from that 
of Paul is overplayed. There is no need to doubt the validity of 
looking for Lukan motifs and characteristics, but the prospects of 
locating a focused and systematic scheme of thought in the narratives 
and speeches of Luke-Acts are not as good. The speeches of Acts, on 
any view, may be taken to illustrate approaches to different aud- 
iences rather than to labour the content of Luke's ‘gospel’, with which 
we presume Theophilus (or a larger Christian readership) to have 
been familiar. In fact neither Luke or Paul are offering direct theo- 
logical exposition in a form lending itself easily to direct comparison 
or antithesis. (4) The attempts to make such comparisons lead to ex- 
traordinarily diverse results. Some for instance find a close (and 
essentially Pauline) kinship between the Areopagus address (Acts 17) 
and Romans 1, which others as strenuously deny.4 This is not to 
discount the prospect of resolving such disagreements, but to note 
that there is as yet no agreed platform from which to extrapolate 
when talking about theological differences. Conversely, if the evi- 
dence is strong for Luke as eyewitness participant, this will require 
reassessment of the framework in which we measure theological dif- 
ferences. They may be differences of emphasis, perspective, audience 
or function, rather than constituting the fundamental problem. 

In fact the theological difficulty, however acute it seems, is often a 
matter of impression, which might indeed serve as a makeweight to 
confirm a disjunction securely grounded in established clashes of 
evidence elsewhere, but does not suffice of itself to move the scales. If 
we are to confirm a pattern of contradiction between Acts and the 
Epistles, the foundation must lie in exposing basic ignorance and 
error in Luke's purported knowledge of Paul's life and circumstances. 

The problem cannot be adequately treated today without at least 
some preliminary consideration of Philipp Vielhauer's essay on the 
‘Paulinism’ of Acts.5 The strong implication of that essay is that the 
Lukan Paul is not only a creation of Lukan theology, but also betrays 
both ignorance of, and distance from, the historical Paul. The four 


4 For the kinship cf. F.F. Bruce, BJRL 58 (1975-76), pp. 301-303; Paul, pp. 243- 
46; for the conflict, Vielhauer, SLA, p. 36. See also the discussion in B. Gartner, 
The Areopagus Speech and Natural Revelation,(Uppsala, Lund: Gleerup and 
Copenhagen: Munksgaard, 1955), pp. 73ff. 

5 P. Vielhauer, ‘On the “Paulinism” of Acts’, SLA, pp. 33-50. 
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pillars of Vielhauer's case are that Luke differs from Paul in (1) his 
more positive attitudes to paganism and (2) to the Jewish Law, (3) 
that his Christology is actually pre-Pauline but (4) his eschatology 
post-Pauline, indeed largely replaced by a historicizing scheme 
belonging to the perspective of ‘Early Catholicism’. Haenchené 
highlights other aspects of the differences between the Paul of Acts 
and of the Epistles: for both Luke and Paul, the overriding problem 
was that of the admission of Gentiles without the Law, but Luke is 
‘unaware’ of Paul's solution; Luke's Paul is a miracle-worker, where- 
as Paul himself must plumb the depths of suffering rather than over- 
come them miraculously; Luke's Paul is an outstanding orator, 
whereas Paul himself pleads the feebleness of his speech (2 Cor. 
10:10); Acts, while glorifying Paul, denies him the title ‘apostle’, 
which it restricts strictly to the Twelve, whereas Paul himself is at 
pains to uphold his apostleship; and finally, Acts draws a picture of 
the relations between Christianity and Judaism which contradicts 
that of the Epistles. 

These summarized objections must for the moment be met with a 
generalized response, pending the fuller discussion of details on the 
historical front. (1) These apparent conflicts are all matters open to 
explanation as deriving from different perspectives and contexts. It 
would be facile to try to dismiss their real difficulty on such grounds 
without detailed examination in due course, but it is equally facile to 
harden them absolutely into contradictions. (2) The essential unity of 
the New Testament witness must be seen as capable of comprising a 
considerable degree of internal diversity without this diversity being 
seen as necessarily problematic as it seems to some. In fact our reply 
to these contentions is of a piece with the four points listed above in 
response to a kindred, if broader, line of objection. 


The Heart of the Historical Question 


A focal problem is the relation of the Jerusalem visits in Acts with 
those described by Paul himself in Gal. 1-2. It is commonly regarded 
as a decisive condemnation of Luke that the two versions cannot be 
reconciled, and a great deal may be built out of extrapolation from 
this one point. But it is possible to identify the visit of Acts 9 with that 
of Gal. 1, and the visit of Acts 11 with that of Gal. 2, the Council visit 
of Acts 15 not being mentioned because it had not taken place by the 
time of the writing of Galatians (which on this hypothesis is the 
earliest of Paul's epistles). This view is now fairly widespread among 


6 Haenchen, Acts, pp. 112-16. 
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British scholars, and has recently been advocated afresh in Germany 
also.” Its persuasiveness is tied to the acceptance of the ‘South 
Galatian’ view of the destination of the epistle, identifying Paul's first 
coming to ‘Galatia’ (Gal. 4:13) with the narrative of his ‘first journey’ 
in Acts 13-14. This aspect of the question may ultimately be resolved 
into one of geography and terminology, a more objective sphere in 
which firmer answers about usage may be obtainable.8 

Each of the elements in this solution has been argued at length by 
others,? but we here stress the implications of the synthesis between 
them, reserving for a separate excursus further consideration of the 
crucial matter of first century usage of the term ‘Galatia’ (see chapter 
7). The visits as reported in Acts and Galatians are clearly different, 
but then, so are the apparent purposes and perspectives of the two 
writers. The second visit is probably the easier of the two: In Gala- 
tians 2, Paul is concerned only with his relations with the Jerusalem 
apostles. His account centres upon his discussion with them on a 
point of basic importance for the justification of his apostleship for 
the Galatians. This discussion was doubtless an important outcome of 
the visit, but there is no need to think that a conference with the 
apostles was the only original or even principal object of the journey. 
Paul went ‘by revelation’, by divine command, not because sum- 
moned by authorities in Jerusalem to account for his actions. Luke 
tells us only of the occasion. The ‘revelation’ may plausibly be iden- 
tified with the prophecy of Agabus. The occasion was the impending 
famine. The divine prediction and the response in love of Gentile to 
needy Jew were a testimony to the transforming presence of God in 
this Christian movement, and so properly belonged to the story of the 
primitive church. Granted the occasion, it was natural that Paul 
should take the opportunity of conference with the Jerusalem leaders. 
And their injunction to remember the poor, as Paul phrases it, fits the 
supposition that this had been the very occasion of the visit. 

The first visit involves sharper differences. In Galatians 1, Paul 
went to see Peter, and saw no other apostle except James; in Acts 9 
Barnabas brought him to ‘the apostles’. Here it seems that the in- 
tention of the two accounts differs. Luke is giving a generalized ac- 
count of this visit. Only in Paul do we sense the underlying tension in 


7 H. Stadelmann, ‘Die Vorgeschichte des Galaterbriefes. Ein Testfall fiir die 
geschichtliche Zuverlassigkeit des Paulus und Lukas’, Bibel und Gemeinde 2 
(1982), pp. 153-65. 

8 See further my article ‘Acts and Galatians Reconsidered’, Themelios n.s. 2 
(1976-77), pp. 81-88. 

9 See especially Guthrie, Introduction, pp. 452-65; Bruce, BJRL 51 (1968-69), pp. 
292-309; 52 (1969-70), pp. 243-66; 54 (1971-72), pp. 250-67. 
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his personal relations with the Jerusalem apostles. And here he is at 
pains to specify the precise limits of his contact with them at this 
time. Peter and James were representative of ‘the apostles’. It is, I 
think, needless to quarrel with Luke’s vaguer expression, or to ask 
how many constituted a quorum of the whole body. Luke says Paul 
had apostolic contact: Paul tells us whom he saw. The other matter 
goes deeper. In Galatians 1 he remained unknown by face to the 
churches of Judea, but in Acts 11 he apparently moved openly among 
the apostles, preached and debated boldly, and was finally conducted 
by Christians to Caesarea. Here we find at least one suggestive impli- 
cation common to both accounts, that Paul’s introduction to the 
church was oddly limited and difficult. In one case he met few indi- 
viduals and was unknown to the church at large, in the other the 
church feared him and disbelieved his conversion. It seems very 
likely those two things go together.10 Paul first came to Jerusalem 
not to a welcome as a mighty evangelist of the future, but as a virtual 
outcast, rejected by both communities. Barnabas broke the ice, and 
representatives of the apostles responded, perhaps fearfully. Paul de- 
clared Christ in the synagogues, but the bulk of the church shunned 
contact with him. 

Our solution affects the understanding both of the Epistle to the 
Galatians and of Acts, but principally of Acts. In the case of the 
epistle the obvious consequences of accepting it are to imply that the 
Galatian defection to Paul's opponents had happened rapidly, in 
response to teachers who must have followed hard upon his heels, 
and conversely that the epistle is to be separated by several years 
from the Roman and Corinthian epistles with which it appears to 
show the closest affinity. Both of these implications may be thought 
difficulties, and the latter touches upon central issues of the develop- 
ment of Paul's thought and the core of his theology. If in fact the com- 
mon threads in this group of letters are close to the heart of Paul's 
Gospel, and he was clear in his stand and perspective on law and 
grace before he ever engaged in extensive mission and controversy, it 
is not difficult to believe that such fundamental themes recur at dif- 
ferent stages of his epistolary ministry as occasion called afresh for 
the restatement of basics. The pastoral needs of other churches did 
not require him to repeat again in writing what was integral to his 
initial teaching and preaching in situations bridging the gap from 
Galatians to Romans and extending before and after them. Such a 
view fits the evidence of Galatians itself: the Galatians have 


10 One of the tragedies of Christian missions in the Middle East today is that 
established Christians will reject converts from Islam whose sincerity is sus- 
pected though they may have lost everything through their conversion. 
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abandoned the essence of Paul's Gospel for another so-called ‘gospel’, 
and he must recall them to the basics he might elsewhere have pre- 
supposed (Gal. 1:6-9; 2:14-16; 3:1-5; etc.). The theological affinities are 
not of the weight they seem to carry for some who use them to place 
Galatians necessarily close to Romans in the development of Paul's 
thought.11 In fact the implications of our view for the actual interpre- 
tation of Galatians seem to be largely limited to the two points made 
above. Thus Beker, who presents the epistle as his principal test case 
for the tension of the ‘coherence’ and ‘contingency’ of Paul's thought, 12 
gives a reconstruction of its ‘contingent’ setting which differs consi- 
derably from the view here stated, yet his actual interpretation is not 
essentially different. Perhaps that only means he has not chosen the 
most persuasive example for contingency; the present author agrees 
with the principle that contingent background is important. Con- 
versely, Galatians abounds in interpretative problems, but they do 
not seem to centre largely on the synthesis with Acts, save partly on 
the geographical placing of the Galatian churches, and the chrono- 
logy of the visits.13 

It is in the case of Acts that the consequences are much more far- 
reaching. If our solution is accepted, a key objection to the basic his- 
toricity of the Acts outline is at once eased, and the question of the 
evidential base for our knowledge of Paul is reopened. This is of 
course far short of a compelling argument for the historicity of Acts. 
It is however crucial in meeting exaggerated claims to the contrary, 
where the assumption of conflict has been used incautiously to 


11 If we accept that these two epistles are likely in any case to bring us nearest 
the exposition of ‘Paul's gospel’, and that he had thought through the concept of 
justification by faith before the preaching and controversy even of his early 
public ministry, there is nothing against the likelihood that Paul repeated similar 
themes throughout his career as occasion required. In separating Galatians from 
Romans by about seven years, as I do, I open the question of development in 
Paul's thought, but also doubt whether the themes of these particular two epistles 
give clear indications for tracing it. Differences between them probably turn 
more on differences of setting, between urgent controversy and deliberative 
exposition, than on developments in Paul. We must question the arguments of 
J.B. Lightfoot, who seems to have exercised much greater influence on the study 
of Galatians, where his views are seriously dated, than elsewhere, where his 
continuing importance is often neglected. For example, we should not attach 
much weight to the kind of argument by which Lightfoot (Galatians, pp. 45-49), 
places Galatians close before Romans. 

12 Beker, Paul, pp. 37-58. 

13 [Ed.} On this dating, Galatians is chronologically prior to Paul's 
correspondence with the church at Thessalonica. For discussion of the possible 
difficulties raised by this aspect of the hypthesis, see F.F. Bruce, Galatians, pp. 
53-55. 
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extrapolate to a wholesale condemnation of Acts, which has then 
found a presuppositional context within which to discount or over- 
rule any ostensible evidence. The question must at least be held open. 
Then we may find that there are the elements present of a natural 
correlation, a usefully interlocking fragment of a larger jigsaw, and a 
piece capable of extension to illuminate in fresh ways the careful con- 
sideration of the larger picture. To posit such possibilities is not 
proof, but it is at least suggestive, and exhibits the character we 
should expect of an essentially true solution. 

If it be objected that the historicity of Acts is here too tightly and 
narrowly bound to one solution of the highly controverted Galatian 
question, alternative lines of response are possible. (1) This view is in 
fact on much stronger ground than its debated status might lead us to 
suppose. (2) The case is not positively and exclusively dependent on 
this view, for we have adduced already many details which make out 
a prima facie case for Luke's accuracy. All these phenomena need a 
sufficient explanation, and we ought to recognize some presumption 
in favour of Luke. (3) Some, like J.B. Lightfoot, have combined a high 
view of the historicity of Acts with a different resolution of the Gala- 
tian question. An argument might be mounted on that basis.14 (4) 
The simple and integrated solution has its own attraction. It may be 
another mark of correctness. It touches the recurring need to choose 
between the ‘ostensible’ and the ‘reinterpreted’ along the whole 
length of the debate. We ultimately seek an integrated position, not 
merely a congeries of opportunistically convenient salients. It may 
still of course be acknowledged that there are many unsolved issues. 


Chronology 


Lightfoot and Harnack in their day both sought a fixed point, but 
none of the correlations could then be determined with sufficient pre- 
cision.15 Since that time the discovery of the Gallio inscription, and 
subsequent refinements in our reading of it, enable us to place Paul's 
presence in Corinth with a high probability of accuracy. 


14 But Iam not persuaded of the need to do so, and think the attempt today 
might savour of a masochistic desire to make our own problems, for we should 
now be better informed by new knowledge than Lightfoot was, and unfettered 
by misconceptions then inevitable. The history of the ‘North Galatian’ view since 
Lightfoot is revealing, and standard later treatments contradict at key points the 
grounds on which he held it, or where he and Ramsay agreed against those who 
are content to cite his authority for their conclusions. Cf. pp. 3-4, 282-84. 

15 Cf. Lightfoot, Essays on Supernatural Religion, pp. 291-302, where he has to 
confess his inability to place Sergius Paulus exactly; Harnack, Acts, pp. 1-6. 
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The reading of this inscription of Delphi has been discussed else- 
where,16 but it is desirable to repeat here at least a brief statement of 
the problems involved, and to reaffirm that the date of Gallio's actual 
proconsulship is fixed beyond cavil, even though differing restora- 
tions of the text may shift slightly the basis of the inference. There is 
in any case the somewhat intricate, but clear, inference from the im- 
perial titulature of Claudius which places the inscription itself in the 
spring or summer of 52, for the emperor is still imp. xxvi, and so the 
text is placed before 1st August in that year, the occasion of his 27th 
imperial salutation.17 A question remains about the precise relation 
between the dating of this text and the year of Gallio's proconsulship. 
On the traditional reading this might have been 51/52 or, less pro- 
bably, 52/53. But the traditional reading has commonly been content 
to follow the old text of Deissmann and Pomtow, based on the 
piecing together of four fragments, whereas nine are now known. 18 
The assumption that the letter of Claudius, referring to Gallio in the 
third person, was addressed to the citizens of Delphi is open to Plas- 
sart's contention that it was addressed to his successor in office, 
though Plassart's second person singular (ce) is in turn dependent on 
doubtful word-division.19 The choice then lies between two options 
which concur in placing Gallio's tenure in 51/52. Either the letter ad- 
dresses the Delphians about Gallio's activities during the year 


16 Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 6-8. 

17 Cf. Frontinus, de Aquaeductis, 1.13; CIL 6.1256 = ILS 218, and see the 
discussion in Pauline Studies Bruce, p. 17n. 

18 The fragments were first published in E. Bourguet, De Rebus Delphicis 
imperatoriae aetatis capita duo (Paris, 1905) and popularized in their bearing on 
Pauline chronology by W.M. Ramsay in Expos 7th ser. 7 (1909), pp. 467-69. 
Although three further fragments were published shortly afterwards by A. 
Brassac, Une inscription de Delphes et la chronologie de saint Paul’, RB 10 
(1913), pp. 37-53 and pp. 207-17, the influence of Deissmann, Paul, pp. 235-60 
(Paulus, pp. 159-77) and H. Pomtow in SIG? 801D has led to their exclusion 
from consideration in much of the subsequent literature. The interpretation made 
familiar by Deissmann has held the field for half a century, but must now be 
reconsidered. For the best reading see now A. Plassart, Fouilles de Delphes, Part 
IH, ‘Epigraphie’, fasc. 4.3 (Paris: Boccard, 1970) No. 286; and ‘L'inscription de 
Delphes mentionnant le proconsul Gallion’, REG 80 (1967), pp. 372-78. 

19 See the discussion of Plassart's REG article by J.H. Oliver, ‘The Epistle of 
Claudius which mentions the Proconsul Junius Gallio’, Hesperia 40 (1971), pp. 
239-40. Note that the gaps are inaccurately placed in the publications both of 
Plassart and of Oliver. The placings and the length of line are now partly 
controlled by the observation that two of the original four fragments fit at the 
back of the stone. In Pauline Studies Bruce, p. 7, I have illustrated exempli gratia 
the possibility of offering a reconstruction on Oliver's lines. There is then no 
ground for seeing a second person singular addressee. 
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preceding or his successor close upon his assuming office. In either 
case a text of spring or summer 52 refers to Gallio's preceding actions 
in 51/52. 

The date is crucial, for it links the ostensible account of Paul with 
an externally documented date. There is still the question how pre- 
cisely we correlate it, but it must be given its due weight. This is a 
place where we find a fundamental methodological problem in 
Knox's approach. In his preference for ‘primary’ evidence he elevates 
a hypothetical (and probably wrong) synchronism in the epistles 
(Gal. 2:1 with 2 Cor. 12:2), mounted on a conjectured date for Paul's 
conversion, above this specific ostensible date, whose relevance he 
dismisses.20 It is a proceeding so odd that it is difficult to understand 
the continuing influence of a reconstruction rooted in so curious an 
aberration. We make no apology for using the Gallio inscription as an 
external anchor for the following sequence. It is in some degree in- 
evitable that there is need to justify this procedure against the most 
radical alternative, but the real problems are of a more intricate kind, 
within the acceptance of the need for critical study to establish a 
broader evidential base. 

Let us then summarize, from the items discussed at the beginning 
of Chapter 5, a tabulation of the points in Acts which are amenable to 
an approximate dating. 

4:6 The reference to Annas and Caiaphas implies a date before the 
deposition of Caiaphas in AD 36 (cf. Bin ch. 4, pp. 159-62). 

9:24-25 (with 2 Cor. 11:32-33) Assuming the correspondence of 
these incidents, we must place the event before the death of Aretas in 
40. Narrower termini are not justified, and the apparent historical 
problem involves Paul's writings, not Acts. 


20 Knox made the identification of the two periods of fourteen years the starting 
point of his earlier articles, yet in his book (Chapters, p. 78n.) he virtually 
abandons it in the face of critical objections (cf. e.g. Haenchen, p. 67) while 
elaborating the chronology it prompted. For his subsequent treatment of the 
Gallio question see Chapters, pp. 81-82; JBL 58 (1939), p. 20. A proconsul held 
office for only one year, and the circumstances of the close of Gallio's year are 
otherwise known from the allusion by his brother (Sen. Ep. Mor. 104), and 
Knox's estimate of the proconsulship as somewhere in the range 50-54 is 
inadequate. Knox brings Paul to Corinth ‘hardly later than AD 45’, concedes that 
‘this [Gallio] datum is incompatible with the chronological scheme developed 
here’ (p. 81), and offers two alternative solutions to alternative Lukan errors, 
without raising the third possibility that his own scheme could be mistaken. His 
case is not saved by a facile invocation of an equation of Suet. Claud. 25.4 with 
Dio 60.6.6, which make ostensibly contradictory statements about apparently 
separate occasions. Even if some would identify them after close study, it will not 
do simplistically to invoke ‘errors of historians’ when Dio says the opposite of 
what Knox wants him to say. 
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11:28 Intricate and overlapping synchronisms of reference to fa- 
mine with the evidence of Josephus and of the papyri point to the 
period c. 45-47 for a famine extending from Egypt to Syria-Palestine. 
If the Agabus incident is placed at the outset of this period, it may 
have preceded a prompt relief-mission in c. 45-46. 

12:1 This mentions Herod Agrippa I (41-44) in narrative leading to 
climax of his death in 44 (12:20-23). Time-notes here are approxi- 
mations, and it is unnecessary to press rigid chronological sequence 
in Acts 11-12 in the recounting of complexes of events ordered sepa- 
rately and perhaps even overlapping chronologically. 

18:2 Claudius’ expulsion of Jews from Rome in 49 (pace Liide- 
mann) sets a recent ferminus a quo for the coming of Aquila and 
Priscilla to Corinth. 

18:12 Gallio was proconsul of Achaia in 51-52. This suggests a 
reconstruction where Paul arrived in Corinth in autumn 50 and 
departed in spring 52, possibly about the time of Gallio's own pre- 
mature departure from his province. 

19:38 The time of disorder in Ephesus might plausibly be placed in 
the interregnum following the murder of the proconsul Silanus after 
Nero's accession in October 54. 

20:6-7 Reasons have been given for the tentative correlation of the 
detailed travel diary of this chapter with the period of seven weeks 
following the Passover of Thursday 7 April 57. 

23:2 The high priest Ananias son of Nebedaeus was in office c. 47- 
58, and he exercised power with unrestrained arrogance in the last 
years of that tenure under Felix. 

24:24 Drusilla's first marriage was after the end of 53 (Jos. Ant. 
20.7.1.138-39), but she quickly deserted her husband to marry Felix. 
These events are wholly appropriate to a trial of Paul before Felix 
about 57, when Drusilla would have been about nineteen. 

24:27 A combination of factors now seems to favour 59 as the year 
of Festus’ succession to Felix. See also Sherwin-White's discussion of 
23:34 (RSRL pp. 55-57; p. 171 above). 

27:9 The implication of a later incidence of the Fast that year suits 
59 and the short chronology of the following winter better than would 
any neighbouring year. 

28:30 The Roman 61etla is amenable at least to two significant 
arguments ex silentio. It probably began before news came of the 
Lycus valley earthquake of 60 and probably ended before the Nero- 
nian persecution of 64. 
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Integration: 57-62 


It will be observed that these chosen points make an entirely credible 
sequence as far as they go. There is one minor dislocation at 
11:28/12:1, and we must not forget the intractable Theudas problem. 
Further, there are several more generalized time-spans, like those at 
21:38, 22:28, 24:10, 25:13, which offer no actual dates, but are fully 
consonant with the emerging picture. In fact the events at least of the 
last nine chapters may be placed in the five-year period 57-62 by 
interlocking correlations. 
Voyage to Jerusalem (20:6-21:16) | April - May 57 
Caesarean Imprisonment (8.etla of 24:27) = Summer 57 - Summer 59 
Voyage to Rome (27:1-28:16) | Late Summer 59 - Spring 60 
Roman imprisonment (Stetla of 28:30) | Spring 60 - Spring 62 

This table calls only for two interim comments: (1) that &etla de- 
notes a full two-year period, as opposed to the usual reckoning of 
numerals inclusively;?1 (2) that the terminal event of the latter detla 
is unspecified and unclear. 

Jewett and Ogg, who differ widely in their overall treatment of the 
evidence, are essentially at one on this sequence, though Ogg, who is 
usually preferable, places the whole sequence two years later from a 
later dating of the succession of Festus. By this arrangement he brings 
the conclusion of Acts neatly to the date of the Neronian persecution 
of 64, but at the cost of neglecting the combination of circumstantial 
indications which seem telling. 


Integration: 50-52 


Another fragment of what seems a firmly integrated piece of recon- 
struction concerns the period from Autumn 50 to Spring 52: 
Arrival in Corinth (18:2) Autumn 50 


Arrival of Gallio at Corinth (18:12) | Early Summer 51 
Paul's departure after a year and six months (18:11,18) | Spring 52 


Comments: (1) Opposition builds up to a crisis point with the 
arrival of a new and untried proconsul. Gallio's response then affords 
Paul's work de facto protection. The hpépat ikavat of v. 18 are then 
included in the eighteen months and amount to Gallio's tenure of 
office.22 (2) Gallio's premature departure (Sen. Ep. Mor. 104.1) may 


21 The lexica are brief and unhelpful on étetia and &étys, words well attested 
in the inscriptions as well as the papyri, and frequently used of the ages of 
children on their tombstones. A curiously explicit one is the Roman inscription of 
the boy Critias (IGUR 2.727) whose age is given in verse as &é™ ... unolv én 
oxtw beside the prosaic precision of 2 years, 8 months, 15 days and 5 1/2 hours. 

22 See my discussion in Pauline Studies Bruce, p. 8, in response to Haacker, ‘Die 
Gallio-Episode und die paulinische Chronologie’, BZ n.s. 16 (1972), pp. 252-55. 
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have faced Paul with the prospect of a disturbed interregnum and 
have occasioned his leaving Corinth.23 


Reconstruction: 52-57 


Between these two reconstructed fragments is a five-year period 
which can be approximately filled from the data of Acts alone, 
though the internal notes of time are neither precise nor exhaustive. 
Its main feature is the Ephesian residence, reckoned inclusively at 
three years (20:31), and comprising three months’ teaching in the 
synagogue (19:8), two years based on the hall of Tyrannus (19:10), 
and an unspecified continuance in Asia after sending Timothy and 
Erastus ahead into Macedonia (19:22). Before this central episode 
Paul is represented as having made a rapid journey from Corinth via 
Ephesus to Caesarea (for Jerusalem), down to Antioch, and by Galatia 
and Phrygia (in whatever sense) to his residence in Ephesus. That is a 
lengthy itinerary, and an obvious question is whether it occupied 
more than one summer travelling season. But let us move first to the 
end of the Ephesian residence. Paul lingers in Asia, eventually 
crossing to Macedonia (20:1). After an unspecified time of travel in 
those parts (20:2) he went to Greece, and spent three months there be- 
fore changing his mind about sailing to Syria (20:3), and travelled to 
Macedonia, where we pick up at Philippi our postulated date in April 57. 

To put the same data differently, we have accounted for four of the 
five winters in the period 52-57, three at Ephesus and the last in 
Greece (20:3). So far as this evidence takes us the Acts narrative 
might be structured on a four-year lapse here. But there are two 
opposite cautions to be offered at this point. (1) We cannot be sure 
that the notes of time in Acts are chronologically exhaustive, apart 
from what Luke selects to recount in detail. (2) We cannot assume a 
licence to expand the chronology without careful discrimination. It is 
tempting to suppose for instance that particular travels or events took 
a long time, and to assign them blocks of time consecutively.24 But 


23 I would not press this possibility, nor exclude the likelihood that Paul's 
decision to visit Jerusalem at this point was a concurrent, if not a decisive, 
motive. If such a reason was operative, it was not necessarily that he feared for 
his personal safety, but that irregularities or violence during an interregnum, or 
pressure on the incoming governor, might imperil also the delicate legal 
precedent established under Gallio. 

24 There is reason to be concerned about the reckoning in Jewett (pp. 59-61) and 
in his statement that the so-called ‘second missionary journey’ involved a journey 
of 3497 km and a time span of three or four years (p. 92). While I essentially 
concur with Jewett, at least in his placing of events between 57 and 62, I am 


Chapter 6 Acts and Epistles 257 


time could vary enormously with circumstances and conditions. A 
voyage eastward may have taken ten days and the return two or 
three months.25 Furthermore, it is likely that Paul sometimes la- 
boured long and uneventfully in one strategic place, and sometimes 
sacrificed settled opportunities ruthlessly to an overriding purpose or 
distinction. The problem with which Luke's terse narrative often 
leaves us is that of understanding those aspects of Paul's motivation 
which he has not been concerned to tell us. It sometimes happens that 
the epistles give us the Pauline rationale of Luke's balder reports— 
the ‘Collection’ is the classic instance. 

In the present case we simply draw attention to Paul's apparently 
unmotivated journey to Jerusalem at 18:18-22 and suggest it be seen 
in Pauline terms. Paul was deeply concerned with preserving the 
unity of Jewish and Gentile congregations and keenly sensitive to the 
Pharisaic and legalistic influences operative in the Jerusalem church. 
He made it a priority on occasion to be present at one of the great 
Jewish feasts at Jerusalem, to let it be seen he was a law-abiding, 
pious Jew (cf. 18:18), and also no doubt to keep his finger on the pulse 
of the delicate situation in Jerusalem. Jewett and Liidemann are cri- 
tical of the traditional ‘five-visit’ framework of Acts.26 But this re- 
curring pattern is significant, and the rationale for it comes from Paul 
rather than Acts. The Acts 18 visit does not apparently figure largely 
in the perspective either of Acts or epistles, yet it was in the period 
following it that Paul develops his ‘Collection’ as a strategic initiative 
towards the continuing Jerusalem problem. 

We suggest that Paul left Corinth in spring 52 as soon as the seas 
were safe, early enough to reach Jerusalem for Passover,27 declining 
bewildered by the mathematical character of his claim that for the period 53-64 
the chances against his correlations being accidental are 14,170 to 1 (p. 102; 
151n.). It may be noted incidentally that his measurements on p. 92 includes 
gratuitous travels by improbable routes across Galatia (North as well as South). 
25 Cf. L. Casson, ‘Speed under Sail of Ancient Ships’, TAPA 82 (1951), pp. 136- 
48. See also pp. 134-36 above. 

26 Jewett (p. 67) criticizes even Haenchen for his subservience to the essence of 
the Acts framework, though Haenchen also criticizes Knox for ascribing too high 
a degree of historical credibility to Acts (p. 544-45n.). See Haenchen's treatment of 
the chronology on pp. 60-71. The phrase ‘five-visit framework’ may be seen as a 
central focus of Jewett's criticism of traditional chronologies (e.g. pp. 60, 84, 92; 
Colloquy, ed. Corley, pp. 273-74, 281). He and Liidemann concur in reducing the 
ostensible sequence of visits by accepting Knox's equation of the visit of Acts 
18:22 with that of Gal. 2:1-10 (cf. Ltidemann, Paul, pp. 147-57 = Paulus, 1.165- 
73). 

27 Such may have been his first intention also in 57 before the plot against him in 
his intended voyage diverted and delayed him northward overland to 
Macedonia. 
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en route a pressing invitation to stay in Ephesus (18:20-21) because of 
his prior commitment to Jerusalem. After his visit to Jerusalem he 
used the remaining summer season travelling westward overland in 
pastoral visitation to Antioch and across Asia Minor, making 
Ephesus his chosen objective for the winter of 52-53.28 The two win- 
ters 55-56 and 56-57 may be seen as following Paul's Ephesian resi- 
dence, the former being that unspecified in Acts, the latter spent in 
Greece (20:3). The need to fill out this time appears the more plainly 
when we turn to Paul's epistles. To establish the point requires at 
least a tentative outline of the complex series of events involved in 
Paul's relations with the Corinthians during his Ephesian residence 
and especially its immediate aftermath. This permits some enlarge- 
ment of the picture so briefly summarized in 20:1-3, which covers the 
period 55-57. 

There is an immediate problem here on the Pauline front, over the 
number and sequence of Paul's Corinthian letters. Let us try to begin 
by piecing together the most secure ground. In 1 Cor. 16:8 Paul ex- 
presses his intention to stay in Ephesus until Pentecost: he is planning 
his future movements with relation to Macedonia and Corinth, and 
we are ostensibly near the end of an Ephesian residence, during 
which he has had stormy relations with Corinth. The writing of 1 
Corinthians is then placed in c. 54-55. The case of 2 Corinthians is im- 
mediately complicated by the debate over the relation of 2 Cor. 1-9 
with 2 Cor. 10-13. But the first indications seem clear enough that the 
early chapters refer to some of the same events as 1 Corinthians, but 
from a later perspective. 2 Cor. 1:8 probably corresponds with 1 Cor. 
15:32 (though both are allusive to events which the Corinthians must 
have known); the frustrated plan of 2 Cor. 1:15 corresponds with the 
intention expressed in 1 Cor. 16:5-6; the repentance and discipline of 2 
Cor. 7 with the immorality preceding in 1 Cor. 5 (esp. 2 Cor. 7:12 with 
1 Cor. 5:1); the progress of the collection in 2 Cor. 8 with the instruc- 
tions in 1 Cor. 16:1-2. Then the movements of Paul indicated in these 
chapters of 2 Corinthians fall into place as subsequent to the same 
Ephesian residence, when he had finally moved to Troas (2 Cor. 2:12- 
13), found himself unable to settle there because he could not find 
Titus, and went on to Macedonia. There too he had no rest until com- 
forted by the coming of Titus with the good news of reconciliation 


28 The ideas that Paul's ministry in Galatia had been unsuccessful and that Luke 
may have wanted to minimize the prominence of this period (Ogg, Paul, p. 134) 
is not the point here. Rather the new (and long-awaited) commitment to Ephesus 
was the controlling factor, and Paul merely took as much opportunity as possible 
of ministry en route, in places indicated here only by the briefest summary 
reference. 


Chapter 6 Acts and Epistles 259 


with the Corinthians (2 Cor. 7:5-7, cf. 13-15). 

Now this whole sequence of events corresponds with the stage 
marked by Luke's simple statement that Paul ‘departed to go into 
Macedonia’ (Acts 20:1). There is nothing in Acts to suggest the 
motivations in this time of controversy and emotional tension over 
Corinth combined with the organization of the Collection. There is 
only the barest correspondence, but that is a correspondence of se- 
quence.29 The probabilities of Paul's dealings with Corinth may be 
tentatively reconstructed here from his own correspondence, and 
suggest that Paul's anxiety to see Titus was further tied to the realities 
of travel. His restless progress to Troas, and then to Macedonia, indi- 
cates perhaps a realization that Titus was returning late in the year 
overland, in autumn 55 on our reckoning.30 Paul apparently wrote 2 
Cor. 1:9 from Macedonia soon after the reunion, and presumably 
wintered there.31 

Romans was ostensibly written in the period immediately after the 
time when we lose the link with the Corinthian letters. In Rom. 15:25- 
27 Paul refers to the Collection, but from a later perspective, where 


29 The brevity of Acts is not necessarily significant here. The difference serves 
only to emphasize afresh the variation of perspective and selection between Acts 
and Paul. There is no necessity that a record essentiaily correct in the statements 
it makes should be judged by a criterion of exhaustive completeness of 
information. That Luke omits internal controversies and Paul's sufferings and 
emotions is an evident feature of his work. It does not automatically imply that 
he is suppressing the truth. It is not the part of the truth pertinent to his story of 
the progress of Christianity towards Rome, and unless omission involves falsifi- 
cation of relevant facts, a further stage in the argument requiring independent 
demonstration, it is not necessarily problematic per se. 

30 Cf. W.L. Knox, St. Paul and the Church of the Gentiles, p. 144n, cited in Bruce, 
Acts, p. 369. 

31 It is not necessary at this point to enter into the controversy over the unity of 2 
Corinthians, for the events noted are all drawn from 1-9, and the theories which 
further dissect those chapters are not convincing. The classic statement of the 
division of the letter is in JH. Kennedy, The Second and Third Epistles of St. Paul to 
the Corinthians(London: Methuen, 1900), which relies heavily on equating the 
past tenses of 2 Cor. 1:23; 2:3, 9 with the futures of 13:2, 10; 10:6 respectively, and 
placing 10-13 earlier than 1-9. See however A.M.G. Stephenson, ‘Partition 
Theories on II Corinthians’, SE 2 (1964), pp. 639-46, who argues forcibly that 2 
Cor. 12:18 refers back to 2 Cor. 8:16-24. I accept the essential unity of the letter, 
though without rejecting the possibility that a delay in the process of 
composition might help to explain the apparent shift of tone and perspective 
after chapter 9. This reading of 2 Cor. 12:18 would permit the inclusion of the 
evidence of that verse, without the need to multiply visits of Titus in the period 
preceding the movements of Paul in which we are here mainly interested. Again, 
the real problems here lie in Paul, not in Acts. 
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Macedonia and Achaia have made their contributions and he is about 
to start for Jerusalem with them, and is looking ahead to the possibi- 
lity of visiting Rome on his way to Spain (15:24). The apparent impli- 
cation is that this letter was written from Corinth on the eve of the 
Jerusalem journey, on our reckoning c. early 57. This location receives 
some support from the commendation of Phoebe of Cenchrea (Rom. 
16:1), and the man Erastus (Rom. 16:23) may also be linked with 
Corinth.32 These personalia cannot be pressed, and of course it is 
questioned whether the greetings of this chapter were originally part 
of the Roman letter.33 Of more particular significance is the reference 
to preaching as far as Illyricum in Rom. 15:19, especially if linked 
with Rom. 15:23 to suggest that Paul saw this as representing the 
completion of his pioneer mission in the Greek East.34 There is no 
point in the narrative of Acts before 20:2 where we could easily place 
such a mission, for his original mission in Macedonia was marked by 
harassment and haste, and enforced departure for Athens. But here in 
Acts 20:2 we have the implication of a mission tour (SteMav 8 Ta 
Hépyn éketva). If ‘those parts’ may reasonably be taken in a broad 
sense, of territories adjoining and beyond Macedonia proper, we 
have a placing for a mission including Illyricum, which newly com- 
pleted the geographical range at the date of Romans. Then we may 
assign this work in Macedonia and Illyricum to the year 56 before 
wintering in Corinth. 

32 Men of this name are mentioned also in Acts 19:21 and in 2 Tim. 4:20 in 
contexts variously associated with Corinth or Ephesus. It is not certain that they 
all refer to the same man, and doubtful whether the city official of Rom. 16:13 is 
further identifiable with the Erastus of a Corinthian inscription. See p. 235-36; 
Cadbury, ‘Erastus of Corinth’, JBL 50 (1931), pp. 42-58. Broneer, however, 
inclines to accept this identification (BA 14 [1951], p. 94). 

33 For the view that Rom. 16 was part of a separate letter addressed to Ephesus 
see Moffatt, Introduction, pp. 134-39. The plausible arguments for this case may 
however be answered, and there is a problem of ‘bibliographical probability’, 
how the detached greetings of a lost letter were likely to have been combined 
with Rom. 1-15. The further difficulty of the textual and redactional history of 
Rom. 15-16 is also raised. The least problematic solution seems to be that which 
ascribes the attempt at a shorter recension to Marcion. See also H. Gamble, The 
Textual History of the Letter to the Romans (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977). 

34 The geographical range of such a mission is not immediately clear, but would 
naturally be based on a continued traverse of the westward section of the Via 
Egnatia, perhaps to its coastal limit at Dyrrhachium (Durazzo), whence it was 
not far north on the coast to the major Illyrican city of Salonae (near Split). lam 
inclined to link Paul's terminus with the limit of Greek as the first language of the 
Eastern Empire. The Dalmatian coast had its quota of Greek cities, though 
Salonae itself was a Roman colony, and the bulk of its rich epigraphical harvest is 
in Latin (see relevant sections in CIL 3 and Supps.). 
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We may then summarize an inferential outline of the five years 


intervening between the limits of our firmer date-ranges in 52 and 57. 
Visit to Jerusalem from Corinth; return overland 
to Ephesus (18:18-23; 19:1) | Spring - Autumn 52 
Ephesian residence; Corinthian troubles Autumn 52 - c. Summer 55 
Paul at Troas; crosses to Macedonia Autumn 55 
Paul winters in Macedonia 55-56 
Mission in Macedonia and Illyricum —? Spring - Autumn 56 

Winter in Corinth 56-57 


The writing of the Corinthian letters and of Romans, but probably 
not Galatians, may also be placed in this period. Suffice it to say here 
that the autobiographical notes of Galatians appear not to relate at all 
to the sequences of events in which we have linked Acts with Romans 
and 1 and 2 Corinthians. The fourteen-year period of Gal. 2:1 is not 
the same as that of 2 Cor. 12:2, and the attempt to calculate back from 
the date of the latter leads us to place Paul's ecstatic experience about 
AD 42.35 On Paul's own evidence that cannot be equated with his 
conversion, which must have antedated the death of Aretas in AD 40. 


Reconstruction pre-50 


This leads us naturally to consideration of the more difficult earlier 
period of Paul's ministry. The central problem here is posed by Paul's 
own evidence in Galatians. Is there enough time to accommodate the 
periods of three and fourteen years of Gal. 1:18, 2:1, or will the at- 
tempt to place them force Paul's conversion back to an impossibly 
early date? On our suggested equivalence in the Jerusalem visits (Gal. 
2 = Acts 11), the fourteen years will terminate at the time of the ‘fa- 
mine-relief’ visit, about 46. Many scholars have insisted that the 
chronology is impossibly tight to permit this scheme. 

There are several uncertain factors in the case. (1) It is debated 
whether the date of the Crucifixion was 30 or 33.36 (2) The lapse of 


35 This is then to be placed ostensibly in the ‘hidden years’ of Paul's life, possibly 
when he was resident in Tarsus (between 9:30 and 11:25, cf. Gal. 1:2), and is 
otherwise apparently unattested in Acts or epistles. It seems clear that this 
experience of spiritual ecstasy and exultation was different from the occasion of 
Paul's conversion, which involved the bitter regret and repentance of a 
persecutor. The present reckoning assumes only the essential correctness of 
dating 2 Cor. 12 about 55-56, and even if this passage is assigned to a preceding 
‘severe letter’, the experience can scarcely be brought into the lifetime of Aretas. 
Knox himself places 2 Corinthians in 51-53 (Chapters, pp. 85-86), but only upon 
evidence internal to his own scheme. The only requirement on which he insists is 
that Galatians shall have been written after the Conference and not earlier than, 
say, 51. But we may differ from him even on this. Otherwise he offers rather an 
order of letters than absolute dates. 

36 This is a difficult question, complicated further by the differences between 
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time between the Crucifixion and the conversion of Paul is never spe- 
cified. The complex development of events in Acts 1-8 gives the im- 
pression of requiring considerable time. But this may be no more than 
an impression: the dynamic vigour of the early Christian movement 
was such that the whole story may conceivably have been contained 
within the first few months. On the other hand, it may have extended 
into years. While guarding against assumptions which might seem to 
close the question prematurely, we must remain open to conviction 
either way. (3) It is debatable whether the three and fourteen years 
are to be reckoned concurrently from Paul's conversion, or consecu- 
tively. The former, despite Jewett, is natural to Paul's wording, if also 
easier in keeping the period short.37 (4) It may be argued whether or 


the Synoptics and John in the chronology of Passion week itself. The following 
variables are involved: (1) the date of Jesus’ birth, a major crux in its own right 
involving the Quirinius and census problems; (2) the reckoning of the fifteenth 
year of Tiberius (Luke 3:1) as the starting point of John’s ministry; (3) the 
duration of Jesus' ministry in the face of the differing numbers of Passovers 
mentioned by the Synoptics and by John; (4) the statement of Luke 3:23 that Jesus 
began his ministry when about thirty years of age; (5) the possible years when 
either 14 or 15 Nisan might have fallen on a Friday— a probable choice between 
30 and 33 unless the system of intercalation had produced an unusually early or 
late option in a different year; (6) the reckoning of 46 years in John 2:20, another 
datum beset with problems of interpretation and calculation, but if counted from 
late in 20 BC (Jos. BJ, 1.21.1.401 [15th year? from 34 BC] = Jos. Ant. 15.11.1.380 
{18th year from 37 BC)) to the first Passover of Jesus' ministry, it might point to 
that of AD 27 or 28. 

37 The question cannot be solved simply by reference to the lexica. While it is 
certain that éwerta denotes sequence of time, the point at issue in Gal. 1:18-2:1 is 
whether we have here consecutive rather than concurrent sequence of time. Thus 
Jewett’s conclusions (pp. 52-53, 135-36 notes), which make the finer semantic 
discrimination, would not follow from the evidence he cites, even had MM 
made the statement which he attributed to them. The lexica show us no more 
than that éme.ta per se is as ambiguous as the English word ‘afterwards’. The 
question we want to ask is ‘after what?’; a question which must be settled on 
contextual rather than lexical grounds. 

It is precisely at this point also that the analogies from the other epistles break 
down. Ltidemann argues that Paul almost always uses the particle in a temporal 
sense (Paul, pp. 63f. = Paulus, 1.85-86), which, of course, is not disputed. None 
of the analogies (1 Thess. 4:17 and 1 Cor. 12:28, or indeed 1 Cor. 15:5-7, 23, 46) 
provides a rigorous parallel for this context of measuring periods of time from 
one or more termini. 

We may place the passage in context by recalling 1:15-17. The central theme is 
that Paul did not receive his calling from any man (let alone the Jerusalem 
pillars), he is here stressing his independence of them. Were the thrust of the 
passage concerned with Paul defending his practices over the years, we should 
be obliged to take the éweita constructions consecutively: ‘first I did this, 3 years 
later that, and something else 14 years after that’. But here his argument is best 
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not these periods are to be reckoned inclusively. Ancient practice 
seems essentially clear here, but the inclusive reckoning should not 
be overplayed on dubious analogies from regnal years. To argue for a 
value below thirteen would be special pleading, but we may accept 
thirteen plus rather than fourteen plus.38 

If then we start from 30 and combine the shortest likely options 
throughout, we might compress the whole period from the Crucifi- 
xion to the second Jerusalem visit into about fourteen calendar years, 
allowing only months before Paul's conversion to offset the possibility 


understood ‘I was converted by God, and did not meet the apostles at that time. I 
did however visit them 3 years after and again 14 years after’. Either 
interpretation is a legitimate use of the word, and only context can help us 
decide. Were it not for the extra and less contextually clear émetta in 1:21 (which 
is not situated in the grammatical construct common to 1:18 and 2:1), it is 
doubtful that there would be any serious problem. 

Jewett’s reading would make a significant point of the change from pertd in 
Gal. 1:18 to &4 in Gal. 2:1 Jewett, p. 53, so similarly Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 102 
ad loc.), as implying that Paul had had no contact with Jerusalem in the interval. 
Preferable is the view of Bruce (Galatians, p. 106) that the variation is stylistic, 
and cannot in itself decide the reckoning of the fourteen years. 

Jewett uses the claim that other scholars have impossibly compressed this 

sequence as a basis for rejecting a long series of alternative views (Jewett, pp. 69- 
74), which include some of those among the best grounded. This and his Aretas 
datum (both indeed from Paul, not Acts) are treated as fundamental, whereas a 
more cautious and critical approach shows that both are beset by such difficulties 
of interpretation and application as to be very insecure ground in themselves. 
The tightness of the time-scale is a datum of the problem, and tends to impose 
the converse question whether a shorter reckoning is not to be examined 
sympathetically if we are to hope to do justice to the overall evidence. It is clear 
that many scholars of otherwise divergent viewpoints have agreed on the 
concurrent view. It will not do to argue as though they have all been ‘forced to 
reduce’ a plainly attested time-span to accommodate their own hypotheses. 
38 C.J. Cadoux, ‘A Tentative Synthetic Chronology of the Apostolic Age’, JBL 56 
(1937), pp. 177-91 reduces the period to twelve years in offering a dating scheme 
broadly consonant with the present view. Cadoux however is driven to strain the 
limits of probability by an unnecessary and unwarranted attempt to force the 
events of Acts into an artificial annalistic pattern in five-year sequences. The 
tightness of the chronology in any case poses an acute problem for such a view as 
that of D.R. de Lacey, ‘Paul in Jerusalem’, NTS 20 (1974), pp. 82-86, who argues 
for a dating of Galatians even before the famine-relief visit. The difficulty has 
been further highlighted by J. van Bruggen, Na Veertien Jaren (Kampen: J.H. Kok, 
1973), accessible through an English summary, pp. 233-39, who contends that the 
South Galatian view is tenable only in the synthesis accepted here, but that the 
chronology is fatal even to that, and he is therefore driven perforce to a later 
occasion and a North Galatian destination. He feels obliged, however, to date the 
Crucifixion in 33, and defends the reliability of Acts while identifying the visit of 
Gal. 2 with that of Acts 18. 
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of months involved in the inclusive reckoning. We should then have 
time to spare: any date after 44 would be possible for the visit. The 
questions surrounding the famine are still complex and imperfectly 
resolved, and its progress extended in time. Even if Paul's visit may 
be placed substantially earlier within the sequence than Helena’'s 
relief mission, it is not likely to have been earlier than c. 46. 

But that combination of the extreme options is unlikely. There 
might be a lead from some readings of the Aretas episode, but there 
are grounds for caution here. If there were secure reasons for placing 
it after 34 or after 37 and then linking it with the first Jerusalem visit 
of Gal. 1, we could find a terminus a quo for Paul's conversion in 
about 32 or 35, and the latter would be near fatal to the early chrono- 
logy. But the political background of the ethnarch’s presence remains 
unknown, and the question cannot be decided upon the unproved 
assumption of Nabataean control at a date we could only guess. It is a 
major query against Jewett's work that he uses a specific reading of 
this problem as a firm datum.39 

There are still several ways of combining the variables. If we start 
in 33 with the later and longer reckoning of other points, that would 
definitely exclude the view proposed. But various intermediate posi- 
tions are at least possible. Even 33 for the Crucifixion, with a lapse of 
fourteen years all told, would yield a possible 47 for the famine visit; 
a consecutive reckoning from an early dating of the conversion fol- 
lowing 30 for the Crucifixion could produce a similar result. Again, if 
the period before Paul's conversion were more extended, or if the 
fourteen years were near to full calendar years and the reckoning vir- 
tually non-inclusive, there is still ample time if these possibilities are 
combined with other shorter options. In fact, each of the longer or 
later options in (1) to (4) might be included in a conceivable recon- 
struction. It seems likely that the actual truth lies in one of them or in 
an adjustment between two or more of them. My estimate would be 
somewhere in the range: Crucifixion in 30; conversion c. 32-34; visit c. 
46-47; with perhaps a preference for the earliest limits of the two latter. 

It still remains difficult to offer an overall chronology of the earlier 
chapters of Acts which can make any pretence to precision. But this is 
not because the framework can be shown to involve contradictions or 
impossibilities, but simply because there are too many variables still 


39 Again, Jewett lays great weight on this, and uses it absolutely to exclude 
diverse alternatives (Jewett, pp. 64, 68, 70-72, 74, 81). He uses this, like the 
fourteen-years reckoning, against both Acts-based and Epistle-based 
chronologies. It remains debatable whether Aretas ever held Damascus, and 
there is no secure terminus other than Aretas’ death in 40. See most recently E.A. 
Knauf, ‘Zum Ethnarchen des Aretas 2 Kor. 11:32’, ZNW 74 (1983), pp. 145-47. 
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unknown for us to have the means of being more specific. All that 
can really be done here is to show in principle that there is enough 
time to accommodate the events. In so far as that gives a fairly tight 
fit, that circumstance gives some prospect of coming a little nearer 
exact dates than might otherwise have been possible. 

A residual problem is that of integrating a possible outline chrono- 
logy of the whole sequence of Jesus and Paul, especially as the Cruci- 
fixion is a pivotal date for both, the evidence of Luke is involved in 
both, and his credibility is the crucial issue at stake. This problem 
could not be satisfactorily resolved without going beyond our present 
brief, but something needs to be said in passing, at least as it bears on 
the character of Luke as a source. The various chronologies of the life 
of Jesus and of Paul seem to leave something of a hiatus at the key 
point of their meeting.40 The work of G. Ogg stands out here for its 
painstaking critical study of both halves of the problem.4! But he 
places the Crucifixion in 33, and reckons the fourteen years from Paul's 
conversion, placed c. 34-35, to the Jerusalem Conference, placed in 48, 
accepting the separate historicity of the famine-relief visit but arguing 
that Paul omitted this from Galatians: ‘indeed it seems that no room 
for it can be found there’ (Paul, p. 43). 

This solution is implausible. Paul's argument in Galatians hinges 
upon his frankness in confessing the total extent of his visits to Jeru- 
salem. The omission of a visit, even if it were unimportant, would 
arouse suspicion. Despite some impressive, if inconclusive, recent ar- 
guments for a Crucifixion in 33, the earlier option (30) still seems to 
do the most justice to the evidence bearing on the whole period.42 


40 For the chronology of the whole life of Jesus cf. e.g. H.W. Hoehner, 
Chronological Aspects of the Life Of Christ (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1977). Many 
studies however are articles or monographs devoted to areas of special difficulty, 
the Nativity, the length of the Ministry, the day of the Crucifixion Passover and 
the year of the Crucifixion, all considered in isolation from the evidence for Paul. 
See e.g. E.F. Sutcliffe, A Two-Year Public Ministry Defended (London: Burns Oates 
and Washbourne, 1938); A. Jaubert, La Date de la Céne (Paris: Gabalda, 1957). The 
many studies of the Crucifixion itself focus on specialized questions, whether 
calendrical or astronomical. 

41 G. Ogg, The Chronology of the Public Ministry of Jesus (CUP, 1940); The 
Chronology of the Life of Paul (London: Epworth, 1968). 

42 Among those who have favoured 33 are Ogg, Jewett, and Hoehner. There 
have also been important astronomical arguments in J.K. Fotheringham, ‘The 
Evidence of Astronomy and Technical Chronology for the Date of the 
Crucifixion’, JTS 35 (1934), pp. 146-62; C.J. Humphreys and W.G. Waddington, 
‘The Date of the Crucifixion’, JASA 37 (1985), pp. 2-10. Fotheringham provides 
an authoritative statement of the reasons for offering the option of 30 or 33, but 
his supposition about a confused reference to the lunar eclipse of 3 April 33 is 
unwarranted as a ground for preferring that year, which Ogg (see esp. Public 
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The tendency of the Acts/Paul part of the question is to push back 
the Crucifixion. This is not to be made a piece of special pleading to 
overrule plainly contrary evidence in the Gospels. But such is not the 
situation. Almost every chronological datum for the life of Jesus in 
the Gospels is subject to interpretative problems more elusive in their 
combinations of variables than in the case of Paul. Ogg has in effect 
made his view of the Gospel evidence determinative for Paul. But the 
Pauline evidence may possibly provide a better retrospective control. 
On the reconstruction of the Gospel sequence our conclusions must 
remain tentative, but we may suggest some such synthesis as the fol- 
lowing: that a Jewish reckoning of the years of Tiberius points to 27- 
28, a date fitting well with the 46 years of John as pointing to Pass- 
over 27 or 28 for the beginning of the ministry; then a two or three 
year duration of ministry leading to 30 for the Crucifixion. Such a 
scheme, taken with the statement that Jesus was about thirty years of 
age in 27-28, is more easily consonant than a later date with likely 
dates for the Nativity, if that may be presumed to precede the death 
of Herod in March 4 BC.43 Further, most of the specific chronological 
details are from Luke, and it may be apposite to our central theme to 
observe that Luke may be interpreted as broadly self-consistent and 
capable of such calculations from a point much nearer events whose 
precise synchronisms are now obscure to us. 

But it must be emphasized that such a solution is tentative, de- 
signed only in principle to confirm some preference for 30 as the date 
of the Crucifixion, without excluding 33. Neither this date nor any 
date for the conversion of Paul may be lightly assumed as termini a 
quo for the Acts chronology. Rather we have to work back to them 
from the more secure later events, while attempting to correlate the 
resultant options with those deriving from the Gospel accounts of the 
ministry of Jesus. We then submit the following summary as 


Ministry, pp. 276-77) holds for other reasons derived from the Lukan evidence. 

43 Whatever the resolution of the notorious census problem, Matthew (2:1-19) 
and Luke (1:5) are agreed in placing at least the antecedents of the Nativity story 
within the lifetime of Herod. Recent attempts to solve the puzzle by redating 
Herod's death as following a different eclipse in 1 BC (cf. Jos. Ant. 17.6.4.167) are 
not conclusive. The arguments of W.E. Filmer, ‘The Chronology of the Reign of 
Herod the Great’, JTS n.s. 17 (1966), pp. 283-98, are trenchantly answered by 
T.D. Barnes, ‘The Date of Herod's Death’, JTS n.s. 19 (1968), pp. 204-209. The 
work of E.L. Martin (The Birth of Christ Recalculated [Pasadena and Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne: Foundation for Biblical Research, 1978] with Supplements), is a piece 
of vigorous and ingenious advocacy, but lacks rigour in meeting objections. Cf. 
my review of Martin in Faith and Thought, 107 (1980), pp. 128-31. The traditional 
4 BC date still holds the field as a terminus ad quem for the Nativity. It remains 
unclear how much earlier it should be placed. 
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representing at least the balance of probability: 
Crucifixion —_7 April 30 (or poss. 3 Apr. 33) 
Conversion of Paul _c. 32-33 (c. 34) 
First visit to Jerusalem (Gal. 1 = Acts 9), 2-3 years later c. 35 (c. 36) 
Second visit to Jerusalem (Gal. 2 = Acts 11), 
13-14 years later —_c. 46 (c. 47) 


There remains of Paul's activity only the period of roughly 46-50 to 
be filled in, at least in tentative outline, the former figure an approxi- 
mate construct, the latter relatively firm if our account of Paul at Cor- 
inth be accepted.44 There are ostensibly the Pauline activities from 
Acts 12:25 to 17:34 to be fitted into this time, that is the sending of 
Barnabas and Saul from Antioch, the ‘first missionary journey’, the 
return to Antioch and the Jerusalem Conference, and the ‘second 
journey’ as far as the arrival at Corinth. That is an extremely rich and 
crowded programme, which gives an impression of occupying a 
lengthy period. This appearance is reinforced by such a computation 
as that contained in the tabulation in Jewett (pp. 59-61), which implies 
that the relevant segment of the ‘second journey’ alone took a mini- 
mum of about 21 months and at a more ‘normal’ pace nearly four 
years. But this scheme does not relate to the realities of the case. It in- 
volves a (‘normal’) reckoning of a year's mission in North Galatia, a 
supposition fuelled only by what is arguably a fundamental misun- 
derstanding, and is in itself both gratuitous and highly improbable. 
With the removal of this year there fall away also several hundred 
kilometres of gratuitous travel and the weeks they are made to oc- 
cupy. In fact many of the other time-spans are guesses, with no tex- 
tual foundation. Thus the ‘normal’ version for the sojourn at Philippi 
is another year, whereas the evidence of the text is that Paul's depar- 
ture was prematurely forced, and there is nothing which seems to re- 
quire more than a truncated stay of a few weeks. An cdd case is the 
mission in Troas (8 weeks ‘normal’), for as Troas was situated in ‘Asia’ 
in the current provincial sense of that term, it was presumably com- 
prehended in the ban on preaching in Asia. Whatever delay or inde- 
cision was involved at Troas, this is not warranted, and to bring a ref- 
erence to Acts 20:6-12 in at this point only compounds the problem.45 


44 I cannot accept the view of Knox (Chapters, pp. 79, 82-83) which places 
Pauline travels to Macedonia and Achaia soon after 41, long before the Gallio 
correlation, while conceding probable accuracy to Acts in its geographical 
sequence (p. 79). M.J. Suggs, ‘Concerning the Date of Paul's Macedonian Minis- 
try’, NovT 4 (1960), pp. 60-68, goes further in arguing from the wording of Phil. 
1:5; 4:15-16; 2 Thess. 2:13 that Macedonia was the earliest scene of Paul's mis- 
sionary endeavour. Suggs himself seems to admit the tenuousness of this ‘possi- 
bility’ (p. 68), while proceeding with considerable confidence to the rejection of 
other views. 

45 Jewett, pp. 58, 60. Apparently the references to Acts 20 here are meant to 
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In fact much of this lengthy scheme melts away under analysis. 

There is a more basic objection. Jewett proceeds upon theoretical 
spans for the measurement of distances and the establishment of 
churches. But the text itself implies that some sections of these travels 
were in fact excessively hurried and that the harassment by oppo- 
nents made the leisured teaching of converts impossible for Paul to 
attain. The occasion of the Thessalonian correspondence is to remedy 
deficiencies and misunderstandings consequent upon inadequate op- 
portunity of initial teaching. The following visits of Paul's associates 
to Macedonia, and perhaps the leaving of the writer of the ‘we- 
passages’ at Philippi, are to be seen as a necessary pastoral follow-up 
where Paul himself had become prematurely persona non grata. 
There is also the impression of breathless haste, for whatever reason, 
in the rapid narrative of Acts 16:6-8. In fact this intensely interesting, 
dynamic account is not open to the kind of mechanical, theoretical 
calculation that Jewett offers, save as it follows textual specifics or 
cautions against reducing actual travel-times below a reasonable 
minimum.46 It is likely for that matter that there are unspecified 
lengthenings of the time-scale latent elsewhere, a relatively immobile 
writer, for instance, alternating with an unexpectedly rapid long-dis- 
tance transit by post-vehicle. Even on Jewett's own figures, the dele- 
tion of items like 6 months ‘minimum’ in North Galatia brings the 
total ‘minimum’ reckonings far below the traditional eighteen months. 

While certainty here is not attainable, it is probable that this 


indicate that a church already existed in Troas and must have been founded by 
Paul at this point. But Paul himself speaks of preaching in Troas, where he found 
an open door c. AD 55 (2 Cor. 2:12), perhaps following up the work of evangelists 
travelling there from his Ephesian residence. A key point here is the sense of the 
term ‘Asia’. Epigraphical testimony to first century usage is abundant. The 
provincial sense seems to exclude mission there at the time of the ban in Acts 16, 
but to include it in the range of outreach in Acts 19:10. I should place the 
evangelization of Troas in the Ephesian period and its aftermath, on the 
concurrent evidence of 2 Corinthians and a different reading of Acts. 

46 See generally Ramsay, ‘Roads and Travel (in NT)’, HDB, Extra Vol. (1904), 
pp. 375-402; L. Casson, Travel in the Ancient World (London: Allen and Unwin, 
1974); for the speed of travel by sea, Casson, ‘Speed under Sail of Ancient Ships’, 
TAPA 82 (1951), pp. 136-48, and on land, Casson, Travel, p. 189. It is possible 
that on some occasions Paul had the advantage of horseback or of a vehicle. Such 
is probable at Acts 20:13, where teCevetv is not to be pressed in an etymological 
sense, and at 21:15-16, a possible implication of émoKxeud(eo8ar. High speeds 
were possible over shorter distances, and the imperial post was capable of fifty 
miles a day over many weeks (A.M. Ramsay, ‘The Speed of the Roman Imperial 
Post’, JRS 15 [1925], pp. 60-74), but emergency or record-breaking journeys 
which are occasionally recorded were not the norm, and the private traveller 
lacked the organized facilities of the official courier. 
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journey (15:36-17:34) occupied from the spring of one year to the 
autumn of the next: from spring 49 to arrival in Corinth in autumn 50. 
A new departure is generally made in spring, and a longer-term resi- 
dence (with tentmaking) initiated by a wintering at the objective of a 
summer's travels, with shorter pastoral visits en route.47 

By similar processes of reasoning, we suggest that the ‘first jour- 
ney’ occupied the period from spring 47 to late summer or autumn 48 
and that the Jerusalem Council took place in winter or early spring 
48-49. A significant, if controversial, point is then the placing of the 
Epistle to the Galatians c. late 48. The circumcision controversy in 
Galatia followed hard upon Paul's first visit to South Galatia in 47-48. 
He had to write defending his apostleship and independent divine 
commissioning in radical terms, without yet being equipped with the 
Jerusalem agreement. The occasion of the letter occasioned also the 
Conference, and the latter enabled Paul to return to Galatia in 49 with 
evidence of the agreement and blessing of the Jerusalem leaders. 48 

We then have the summary, in this case tentative: 

First Journey —c. 47-48 
Epistle to the Galatians _c. late 48 


Jerusalem Council c. early 49 
Second journey to Corinthian residence — Spring 49— Autumn 50 


Thus it is possible to construct in outline a consistent Acts-based 
chronology as far as its abrupt conclusion in AD 62, with some pros- 
pect of fitting the occasions of at least some Pauline letters to its se- 
quence. Some events cannot be closely placed. Some can be approxi- 
mately or inferentially aligned with fixed points of greater or less cer- 
tainty. Some references to Jewish feasts may even be linked to the 


47 Again, the concept of assigning ‘minimum’ and ‘normal’ spans to such visits, 
which are not amenable to a mechanical reckoning, is questionable. Where Paul 
had a more distant objective, he was prepared to use whatever time he could 
afford en route however brief or extended. 

48 It was his immediate task (at Acts 15:40-16:5) to encourage the churches and 
deliver the Jerusalem letter to the churches of (South) Galatia (16:4). This 
effectively closed a phase of the Judaistic controversy rather than the whole. 
There is no further indication in the NT of continuing controversy in Galatia, and 
the point over circumcision of Gentile converts may have been cleared up at this 
stage. But Paul himself evidently never applied the Jerusalem Decree to churches 
beyond Galatia, preferring at Corinth to base his case on loving consideration in 
the use of liberty rather than repeating prohibitions which might be applied 
legalistically, and a strong element in the Jerusalem church clearly remained 
wedded to the Law and suspected Paul personally of having betrayed his Jewish 
heritage. That appears clearly in the notably eirenic narrative of Acts (21:20-24). 
On such a view the Galatian phase, as recorded for us, was concluded by AD 50, 
for Galatians and the events of Acts 15 are placed before that date. If there were 
later difficulties in Galatia, the record of them is not preserved. 
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known phases of the moon in actual years, so that we might venture 
the computation that the Eutychus incident took place on the night of 
Sunday 24th April AD 57 and that Paul celebrated the ‘Fast’ (Yom 
Kippur) at Fair Havens on 5th October AD 59.49 Such computations 
are in one sense trivial curiosities, and the grounds for them may of 
course be disputed, but they also illustrate the occasional possibilities 
of chronological reasoning, and are not without value in stressing the 
inherent ‘reality’ of our inquiry, as an argument irreducibly con- 
cerned with detailed factuality. 


Dates of the Epistles 


The foregoing outline essentially establishes a point of principle, that 
the Acts framework is deserving of respect, is at least internally self- 
consistent and opens the possibility of closer correlation with the 
epistles. It is no more than a framework, for it has omitted any 
account of many sections of Acts which are not directly material to 
questions of the lapse of time. In the process, the placings of some, 
but not of all, of the epistles have been indicated as they became in- 
volved in the piecing together of the chronological argument. This 
section contains first a summary of the views of the letters already 
discussed, and then an exploration of the prospects for enlarging the 
resultant picture to include the other epistles. 

Galatians is placed as the earliest epistle, c. late 48. 

The Thessalonian letters are placed in the immediate aftermath of 
Paul's first visit to Macedonia (Acts 16), and were apparently written 
from Corinth, soon after Paul's arrival there. It is an open question 
which was written first. The two may be dated c. 50-51.50 


49 For Eutychus see originally W.M. Ramsay, ‘A Fixed Date in the Life of St. 
Paul’, Expos 5th ser. 3 (1896), pp. 336-45, a reckoning accepted in essentials by D. 
Plooij, De Chronologie van het Leven van Paulus,(which I have not seen), cited by 
Ogg, Paul, pp. 140-43, and tentatively accepted by Jewett, pp. 49-50. I have cited 
the calculation for the first day of the week at Troas rather than the departure 
from Philippi. Cf. also Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 10-11. For the Fast see W.P. 
Workman, ‘A New Date-Indication in Acts’, ExpT 11 (1899-1900), pp. 316-19; cf. 
TB 36 (1985), pp. 106-107. 

50 The authenticity of 2 Thessalonians has often been questioned, notably by C. 
Masson, Les Deux Epitres de Saint Paul aux Thessaloniciens (Neuchatel and Paris: 
Delachaux et Niestlé, 1957), and frequently since. The central problem is the 
nature of the relation between the two Thessalonian Epistles, which has been 
variously addressed by positing a difference of destination or recipients, 
inversion of order, the inauthenticity of 2 Thessalonians, or the composite 
character of one or both letters. The canonical order rests on no more than length, 
and plausible reasons have been advanced for the priority of 2 Thessalonians. See 
the discussion in Bruce, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Word Bible Commentaries (Waco, 
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The Corinthian controversy and the letters it generated are to be 
located in the Ephesian residence or directly afterward, broadly in the 
span 52-56. More precise placings lie beyond the needs of our present 
case, as involving the critical problems of the number and sequence 
of letters. I incline to a four-letter sequence: a ‘previous letter’, 1 Corin- 
thians, the ‘severe letter’, and an essentially unitary 2 Corinthians.51 
1 Corinthians was written from Ephesus no later than early 55 and 2 
Corinthians from Macedonia in 55-56. 

Finally, in this group, Romans may be assigned to the period in 
Corinth before the last Jerusalem voyage, in about early 57. 

The first question immediately raised about the epistles yet un- 
placed is the provenance of the four imprisonment epistles. Again the 
problems are complex. While Philippians and Philemon are widely 
accepted as authentic, Colossians is debated, and there is a strong 
body of opinion against Ephesians.52 There is an open question 
whether some or all of these letters are from the same imprisonment 
or from the same stage even within the same imprisonment. The 
ostensible signs are indeed that Philippians fits a different situation 
from that which at least appears to unite Colossians, Ephesians and 


Texas: Word Books, 1982), pp. xxxix-xliv, and, for a firmer advocacy of the 
priority of 1 Thessalonians, E. Best, A Commentary on the First and Second Epistles 
to the Thessalonians (London: A. & C. Black, 1972), pp. 42-45, who makes the 
interesting point that nobody who had then actually written a commentary on 2 
Thessalonians had maintained its priority. 

51 The marked difference of atmosphere between 2 Cor. 1-9 and 10-13 may well 
be explained by Paul's hesitancy to write in the personal terms of the latter 
chapters. This was not an easily or rapidly written letter. If there were delay and 
heart-searching over the adequacy of 1-9 and the possible effects of a more 
radical self-exposure, there may actually have been a time-lapse in the 
composition of the letter. The arguments for a later rather than an earlier 10-13 
(cf. C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the Second Epistle to the Corinthians [London: A. 
& C. Black, 1973], p. 21 and passim, e.g. p. 325 ad 12:18) may come near to falling 
together with the argument for essential unity. See also A.M.G. Stephenson, 
‘Partition Theories on II Corinthians’, SE 2 (1964), pp. 639-46; W.H. Bates, ‘The 
Integrity of I] Corinthians’, NTS 12 (1965-66), pp. 56-69. We cannot however 
endorse Bates's argument where he uses parallels with Galatians and Philippians 
which presuppose for them a nearness of date and setting to 2 Corinthians. 

52 For arguments against authenticity see especially C.L. Mitton, Ephesians, 
New Century Bible (London: Marshall, Morgan and Scott, 1976), pp. 2-10; 
following his fuller investigation in The Epistle to the Ephesians. Its Authorship, 
Origin and Purpose (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1951), pp. 7-44; for defence of 
Pauline authorship see E. Percy, Die Probleme der Kolosser- und Epheserbriefe 
(Lund: C.W.K. Gleerup, 1946); A. van Roon, The Authenticity of Ephesians, NovT 
Supp. 39 (Leiden: Brill, 1974). Mitton seems to influence strongly the trend of 
opinion despite the thorough response by van Roon. 
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Philemon. There are also three possible imprisonments to which 
these epistles have been variously assigned, a hypothetical captivity 
at Ephesus (c. 54-55),53 and those at Caesarea (57-59)54 and Rome 
(60-62).55 Perhaps none of these epistles contributes significantly to 
the basic interlocking of a viable chronology, but there remains a 
question whether they can add to the resultant picture. 

An Ephesian or a Caesarean provenance for any of the group does 
not seem feasible. The difficulty with Ephesus is that of positing, not 
an imprisonment as such, but the exceptional, prolonged detention 
required for the writing of these letters from a developing captivity 
situation. Imprisonment was commonly used either for the overnight 
lock-up of a trouble-maker (coercitio, cf. Acts 16:23, 35, at Philippi), or 
for those awaiting trial or execution.5¢ Only in exceptional or ir- 
regular circumstances might one expect a prolonged captivity 
pending trial, as at Caesarea and Rome. Both were apparently forms 
of open arrest imposed by Roman authority, where the victim or his 
friends, not the state, bore the costs of his support. If at Ephesus Paul 
had fallen foul of civic authorities, they are unlikely to have had the 
occasion or facility to hold a prisoner for long. Exile, not imprison- 
ment, was the likely penal sentence, and that would be the pre- 
rogative of the Roman governor. Paul evidently suffered some 
traumatic danger at Ephesus near the end of his residence, as he 


53 See G.S. Duncan, St. Paul’s Ephesian Ministry (London: Hodder, 1929); id., 
‘Some Outstanding New Testament Problems: VI. The Epistles of the 
Imprisonment in Recent Discussion’, ExpT 46 (1934-35), pp. 293-98; ‘Important 
Hypotheses Reconsidered: VI. Were Paul's Imprisonment Epistles Written from 
Ephesus?’ ExpT 67 (1955-56), pp. 163-66. Philippians is more usually attributed 
to Ephesus than the other Captivity letters. Thus notably W. Michaelis, Der Brief 
des Paulus an die Philipper (Leipzig: Diechert, 1935), and elsewhere. Cf. Guthrie 
Introduction, p. 531. 

54 See B. Reicke, ‘Caesarea, Rome, and the Captivity Epistles’, Apostolic History 
and the Gospel, ed. Gasque and Martin, pp. 277-86, arguing for a Roman origin of 
Philippians and a Caesarean for the rest. L. Johnson, ‘The Pauline Letters from 
Caesarea’, ExpT 68 (1956-57), pp. 24-26 assigns all four (plus 2 Timothy) to the 
Caesarean imprisonment, but presupposes a dislocation in Acts, placing 28:30-31 
after 24:26 and discounting the Roman &terla. J.A.T. Robinson, Redating, pp. 57- 
67, espouses a similar view, without following this dubious treatment of Acts. He 
also follows Johnson (op cit.) and Reicke, ‘The Historical Setting of Colossians’, 
RevExp, 70 (1973), pp. 429-38, in attributing 2 Timothy to Caesarea also. 

55 This traditional view remains widely current. It may be argued that there are 
no decisive arguments for it, but it is relatively free of serious objections involved 
in the alternatives. Some who hold to a Roman origin of the other epistles incline 
to Ephesus in the case of Philippians. 

56 Cf. P. Treves, ‘Coercitio’, OCD, p. 258; A. Berger, ‘Prison’, OCD, p. 879; T. 
Mayer-Maly, ‘Carcer’, Kleine Pauly, 1.1053-1054, citing Ulpian Dig. 48, 19.8.9: 
carcer ad continendos homines, non ad puniendos haberi debet. 
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plainly hints himself (1 Cor. 15:32; 2 Cor. 1:8-9), but if these events in- 
volved imprisonment, it was presumably a brief episode in a violent 
and dangerous context.57 In the case of Caesarea the problem is 
rather one of psychological probability and travel conditions. The 
slave Onesimus might have run away from Colossae to the distant 
metropolis, or indeed to Ephesus as the nearest cosmopolitan port. 
But why should he have chosen Caesarea, unless actually to appeal to 
Paul against his master? That is not how the story is most naturally 
read. The state of a runaway slave was precarious and vulnerable, 
and he would surely have chosen anonymity rather than fall in the 
hands of a known associate of his master's. Only after a radical repen- 
tance in Onesimus did the basis exist for Paul to act as conciliator.58 
But there is a more positive consideration for Rome over Caesarea. 
The lines of communication developed in the imperial service linked 
the East with Rome, and Philippi, in particular, stood on the great 
land-route. The sequences of journeys implied by Philippians are 
more easily explained within the facilities offered by the presence of 
Christian couriers in the imperial service to and from Rome (cf. Phil. 
4:22).59 Routes and opportunity, rather than mere distance, are 


57 There is nothing in any of these letters which suggests reference to Paul's 
trouble with the Corinthian church or to preparations for the Collection, concerns 
which might have been supposed prominent in the Ephesian period. Not much 
weight should be laid on such an argumentum ex silentio, though such silence is 
appropriate if the setting is actually different and later. The theological 
arguments from the development of Pauline thought, which are often given 
prominence in the discussion, are ambivalent. There is a constant danger of 
circularity if they are used in the attempt to establish a sequence from which 
development is then inferred. 

58 I picture rather a fortuitous meeting in Rome with friends of Paul, with 
Onesimus initially unwilling and fearful. Aristarchus (Acts 20:4) and ostensibly 
Luke (twas, Acts 20:5) accompanied Paul to Jerusalem, and could have been in 
Caesarea, but they also accompanied him later to Rome (Acts 27:1-2). Demas was 
with Paul (Col. 4:14; Phlm. 24), but had deserted him at the writing of 2 Tim. 4:10, 
where a later Roman provenance is at least a plausible hypothesis. Mark was 
with Paul at Col. 4:10 and Phim. 24; Timothy at Col. 1:1, Phim. 1 and Phil. 1:1; but 
at 2 Tim. 4:11 they are urged to come together to Paul. There are many uncer- 
tainties and unknown movements of persons involved, but the balance of 
probabilities favour Rome, while differences suggest at least some distance in 
time from the widely accepted personal notes in 2 Timothy. For the seriousness 
of harboring a runaway slave cf. P Oxy 12.1422. The case in Pliny Ep. 9.21, 24 is 
that of a freedman. 

59 This is the implication of the ‘Saints of Caesar's household’. For the imperial 
post see A.M. Ramsay, JRS 15 (1925), pp. 60-74; O. Seeck, ‘Cursus Publicus’, 
PW, 4.1846-1863; E. Badian, ‘Postal Service’, OCD, p. 869. It is a point of special 
importance to observe that Augustus changed the system from relays of couriers 
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crucial factors, and they point to Rome. Travel elsewhere was more 
likely to depend on long delays in chartering a passage. 

Personal details ostensibly link the occasions of Colossians, Phile- 
mon and Ephesians as against Philippians. The case of Colossians is 
of special chronological importance, for the city of Colossae was pro- 
bably destroyed by earthquake in AD 60. This is the date given by 
Tacitus (Ann. 14.27) for the great earthquake at Laodicea, and later 
sources explicitly include mention of Colossae (Euseb. Chron. 
Olymp. 210; Orosius 7.7.12), though they also shift the date to AD 64. 
If this evidence is correctly understood, it provides a powerful argu- 
ment for 60 as a terminus ad quem for the epistle, unless it be ex- 
plained as inauthentic and perhaps only then if the attribution to 
Colossae can be accounted for.60 If we accept a Pauline setting for it 


to relays of horses so that a single emissary could travel this whole way in post- 
chaises (vehicula). See Suet. Aug. 49.3: Commodius id visum est, ut qui a loco idem 
perferunt litteras, interrogari quoque, si quid res exigant, possint. While conscientious 
officials might be sensitive about issuing licences (diplomata) for private use of 
the service (cf. Pliny Ep. 10.120), the persons employed were ideally placed to 
bear news to places on their route. Individuals in this employ covered some fifty 
miles a day with great regularity overland at most seasons to distant parts of the 
Empire. The journeys implied between Rome and Philippi were probably not all 
private and sequential, but part of a continuous passage of Christian intelligence 
by frequent travellers along the whole route. The argument for a dating late in 
the Roman imprisonment is actually not so strong on this score. Enough time is 
certainly needed, but the lengthy reckoning of consecutive journeys by Christian 
volunteers on foot is beside the point. This actually becomes a point in favour of 
Rome. 

For diplomata in this sense cf. also Pliny Ep. 10.64; Suet. Aug. 50; Tac. Hist. 
2.54, CIL 8.1027. Imperial freedmen a diplomatibus are mentioned in CIL 6.8622, 
10.1727. 

60 For discussion of the implications of this earthquake cf. J.B. Lightfoot, 
Colossians and Philemon, pp. 38-40. Lightfoot however reads the case rather 
differently, placing it in Paul's Roman captivity, but either before Eusebius’ date 
in 64 or a sufficient distance after Tacitus’ date. But he places the Roman &ierla in 
61-63 (Philippians, pp. 2-3), and later evidence calls for some adjustment of his 
chronology. It seems likely that the dating of the earthquake in Christian writers 
is coloured by a tradition making it one of a series of judgments on the pagan 
world for the Neronian persecution of 64. Tacitus’ date is surely to be preferred, 
and thus fixes the actual year of the epistle. The involvement of neighbouring 
cities (Hierapolis, Tripolis) is independently indicated by Or. Sib. 5.317, 320 with 
290-91. This important chronological datum has been unwarrantably neglected, 
or else invoked only to confirm in retrospect a critical evaluation of the epistle 
reached on different grounds (Lohse, Colossians and Philemon, p. 181). In denying 
authenticity Lohse makes no attempt to account for the address to a city 
meanwhile destroyed. There are indications of suffering throughout the district, 
followed by grandiose rebuilding at least at Laodicea. Evidence for Colossae 
however is so sparse generally that no special significance can be attached to the 
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on the lines suggested and assign it to Rome, however, it also can be 
no earlier than 60. Most likely, the group Colossians, Ephesians and 
Philemon belong to the first year of Paul's imprisonment, at least 
before news of the earthquake at an unknown date in that year had 
reached Rome. This suggestion may be checked against the per- 
sonalia of these letters.61 Philippians should be placed late in the 
same imprisonment, for the following reasons: (1) there are indica- 
tions that a situation has had time to develop in the place of Paul's 
detention while he has been personally confined (Phil. 1:12-18); (2) 
the characteristic ‘joy’ of this epistle is set against a sense of im- 
pending crisis (Phil. 1:19-26), which could well fit a trial climax to the 
Stetla of Acts 18:30; (3) the future plans are here conditional on the 
resolution of that crisis (Phil. 1:23-25, 27; 2:23-24), whereas in PhIm. 22 
he seems to anticipate the prospect of a release; (4) if our contention is 
correct that Colossians is early in the Roman imprisonment and 
Philippians separated from it in the same imprisonment, this is at 
least consonant with a later placing of Philippians; (5) references to 
the mpattuwprov (Phil. 1:13) and the ‘saints of Caesar's household’ (Phil. 
4:22), while arguably not peculiar even to a Roman provenance, lend 
themselves to more pointed explanation on this reconstruction;6 (6) 
it is easier to accommodate the implication of multiple preceding 
journeys to and from Philippi if at least sufficient time is allowed. 

Now if this tentative structure is correct, the implications are in- 
teresting, negatively and positively. There are no detailed correlations 
between these epistles and Acts beyond their simple placing in the 
period 60-62 marked by Acts 28:30. But that very placing is of impor- 
tance for the further questions raised by the abrupt ending of Acts 
which will be pursued in a later chapter (pp. 381-87). In particular, if 
we are right in supposing that Philippians marks an approaching 
final crisis, it may hold clues at least to the options and expectations 
implicit in Paul's Roman trial. 

There is in any case an authentic problem of Paul after Acts, even 
if it involves no more than the attempt to understand the implications 
of the last two verses of that book. If they imply only trial, condem- 
nation and execution, the point still needs to be spelled out. But Paul 
had a sound case, and his expectations in Philippians are positive, if 
absence of coins or inscriptions datable to the Flavian period. 

61 Cf. n. 57 above. The clearest note of sequence is in the companionship and 
subsequent apostasy of Demas. Paul has with him in these early days of his 
captivity his ostensible voyage-companions Aristarchus and Luke, and his 
trusted associates Timothy and Mark are already with him, as later they are 
summoned again hard upon his arrest (2 Tim. 4:11). 

62 See note number 58 above. 
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also coloured by uncertainty in the imminence of a life or death 
decision. The possibility that the Pastorals contain notes of Pauline 
activities subsequent to an acquittal and release is not to be dis- 
counted. It is ironical that a major historical objection to the Pastorals 
is that they cannot be fitted into the narrative of Acts while Acts itself 
is so often rejected where it does overlap with the ‘primary’ evidence 
of accepted epistles. Either contention of course poses a real question 
open to detailed critical appraisal, but it is clearly unsatisfactory to 
urge both simplistically together as part of an armoury of common 
assumptions. But if in fact the Pastorals belong to a period of Paul's 
life subsequent to the end of Acts, that is a sufficient reason for the 
silence of Acts. Recent renewed attempts to place the Pastorals, or 
some of their material, within the framework of Acts, are not suc- 
cessful. The question of the Pastorals is important in its place, but 
these letters (whether genuine or not) cannot contribute to our first 
chronological correlation of Acts with epistles because they lie be- 
yond the limits of Acts. Whether they contribute to the further under- 
standing of Paul in a different and later situation is another important 
question. But it is a different question, which lies beyond our im- 
mediate concern (see however chapter 9 below). 

There are evident questions raised by this outline. A significant 
issue is that it involves a radical change of plan and perspective on 
Paul's part. His determination at the time of writing Romans had 
been not to build on another man's foundation, and in that spirit he 
had looked on Rome as a prospective stage on his way to a virgin ter- 
ritory in Spain (Rom. 15:20, 22-24). But in the Captivity Epistles his 
concerns are turned back to the prospect of revisiting his former 
scenes of labour in the East, and the personal notes contained in the 
Pastorals, if we may admit their evidence, show him again travelling 
there. This problem however also lies beyond Acts, and the change is 
present even in epistles generally accepted as authentic (Romans, 
Philippians, Philemon). It is in any case easier to suppose that Paul's 
strategy shifted in the longer perspective demanded by the Roman 
setting than in the Caesarean imprisonment. But we must defer the 
attempt to answer this question more specifically until the complex of 
questions surrounding the ending of Acts has been treated. The pre- 
sent sketch of the placing of the texts will serve as background for 
that discussion. 


Chapter 7 
Galatia and the Galatians 


It is no part of the purpose of this study to offer any new recon- 
struction of the setting and destination of Paul's Epistle to the 
Galatians. The views presented here are not novel. We propose only 
to engage in a humbler task, a piecemeal testing of foundations. We 
shall be mainly concerned to present and discuss the evidence for the 
contemporary usage of the terms ‘Galatia’ and ‘Galatians’. This is 
work that needs to be done, and progress will not be made until it is 
attempted. But the whole subject is far more complex and difficult 
than usually appears. We must work from the careful assessment of 
the debated interpretations of fragmentary data. 

To illustrate the difficulty, we may picture the problems for 
scholars of the future posed by inconvenient fragments from our own 
world. Consider the case of the Latin inscription dated 1670 on the 
gate of the Royal Citadel in Plymouth, which reads simply: Carolus 
Secundus, Dei Gratia Magnae Britanniae, Franciae et Hiberniae Rex. 
What is this ‘Great Britain?’ Does the text point to the use of the term 
‘Britain’ in a double sense, of a larger and a smaller territory? Is it for 
instance like ‘Galatia’ in having a wider political and a narrower 
ethnic sense? Or is the phrase like ‘Great Phrygia’, an inner area of 
Britain proper, as distinguished from a secondary or appended 
territory? Then there is an acute problem over ‘France’. Other 
contemporary documents contradict this stone absolutely, and 
represent one Louis XIV as king of France throughout this period. 

The older Latin name for that land was Gallia, and the first- 
century Greek was [Tadartia. It is extraordinary that the Augustan 
Empire contained two important territories whose names were 
identical in the Greek of the day. In the temple of Rome and 
Augustus at Ancyra (Ankara), the official capital of the eastern 
‘Galatia’ (and in ‘Galatia’ in its strictest and narrowest ‘Northern’ 
sense) is still preserved the Monumentum Ancyranum, the most 
perfect copy of the Res Gestae of Augustus.! In that text the word 
‘Galatia’ appears five times, and four times without any qualifying 
1 IGRR 3.159. The text is also conveniently accessible in V. Ehrenberg and 


A.H.M. Jones, Documents Hlustrating the Reigns of Augustus and Tiberius (OUP, 
2nd edn, 1955), pp. 2-31. 
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epithet. Does it refer to North Galatia only, or does it include the 
whole provincial entity? Neither. Either the context or the Latin 
version Gallia makes it clear that it means ‘Gaul’ every time, yet only 
once is it thought necessary to add Ti) tept NapBdva.2 We should 
never have known that an eastern Galatia existed at all from this 
classic document remaining in situ in its provincial capital. A Roman 
document was simply reproduced mechanically, without regard for 
the different perspective of its local readers. 

This matter of usage must then be approached cautiously, with a 
careful effort to assess the available pattern of evidence in its 
representative context. There is no place for far-reaching arguments 
from silence. 

As has been stated in Chapter 6 above, we maintain a view of the 
Galatian problem which embodies a synthesis of three elements: (1) a 
South Galatian destination of the epistle; (2) an early, pre-Jerusalem 
Council dating of the epistle; (3) a straightforward identification of 
the visits to Jerusalem, Acts 9 with Gal. 1, Acts 11 with Gal. 2, Acts 15 
being later than the epistle. These three elements have been 
maintained in conjunction by F.F. Bruce and D. Guthrie,3 among 
others. We presuppose here the essentials of their argument, but also 
to go a little beyond them in emphasizing the connection between the 
three elements. Together they give a simple interlocking picture, into 
which the data of Acts and Galatians alike contribute. Certainly this 
simple picture bristles with difficulties. This ground is chosen, not 
because it is without difficulties, but because it gives the most 
probable and economical reconstruction. On other views we may find 
ourselves confronted by other problems, perhaps of our own making, 
while missing those which are ostensibly present. 

As we have shown, the integration of the journey accounts is not 
the crucial embarrassment it might be thought.4 Nor is there a 
crucial difficulty in the dating from the theological affinities of 
Galatians with the Corinthian and Roman epistles, if only because 
Paul's thinking on the central issues involved is likely to have 
matured before his earliest epistles, and similar formulations are 
likely to have recurred throughout his ministry as occasion 


2 Without qualification in chaps. 12, 25, 26, 29; with the qualification in 28, a 
passage listing the areas where Augustus had established military colonies. The 
location of the colonies on the Southern frontier of the Asiatic Galatia is here 
termed ‘Pisidia’. 

3 Cf. Bruce, ‘Galatian Problems’ published in BJRL 51-55, especially the second 
‘North or South Galatians?’, 52 (1969-70), pp. 243-66; Guthrie, Introduction, (3rd 
edn, 1970), pp. 450-66. 

4 Ihave proposed some of these ideas in the previous chapter, pp. 248-49. See 
also my ‘Acts and Galatians Reconsidered’, Themelios n.s. 2 (1976-77), pp. 81-88. 
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required.5 If there is an acute difficulty here, it is not so much in 
problems of harmonization or of theological development, but in the 
previous chronology of Paul's hidden years. The early date gives just 
enough time for a plausible sequence of events, but there are several 
problems which would bear close scrutiny.6 

This brief statement will serve to clarify my position. The early 
dating is at once a strength and a focus of problems, but the Southern 
destination is the real key, on whose acceptance the feasibility of the 
simple synthesis really hinges. This is just where we confront the 
complex questions of ancient usage. The present study will attempt to 
formulate the evidence and to answer a few common confusions and 
misunderstandings. We shall argue for a firm acceptance of the South 
Galatian view, but not without great caution in treating the frag- 
mentary data on which such a view must in the last resort be based. 
There is no justification for giving evidence more weight than it will 
bear or for discounting difficulties. 

The question is one of finding the balance of the argument. The 
North Galatian view often maintains its status by denial. On that 
view, it becomes necessary to insist upon particular interpretations of 
controverted verses, where the ‘Southern’ alternative permits greater 
flexibility, whether or not one wishes to press a particular narrower 
option. Again, there are North Galatian arguments whose force de- 
rives from their integration with views about date or occasion which 
conflict with the synthesis outlined here. There is then a danger of 
non-communication between polarities. The debate tends to resolve 
itself again into one about the viability of alternative syntheses. 

We shall conduct our argument in two stages. First we shall clear 
the ground by answering a number of particular objections, and 
second, we shall review various aspects of the evidence for the usage 
of the terms ‘Galatia’ and ‘Galatian’. 


5 Cf. J.W. Drane, ‘Theological Diversity in the Letters of St. Paul’, TB 27 (1976), 
pp. 3-26; contra J.B. Lightfoot, Galatians (10th edn, 1896), pp. 42-50, and C. Buck, 
et al., Saint Paul: A Study of the Development of His Thought (New York: Scribner, 
1969), who have argued strongly for a date close to the Roman and Corinthian 
epistles from theological affinity. See also F.F. Bruce in his fourth Rylands lecture, 
‘The Date of the Epistle’, BJRL 54 (1971-72), pp. 250-67. 

6 Such are the calculation of the periods of three and fourteen years (Gal. 1:18; 
2:1) with relation to the likely date of Paul's conversion and the lapse of time 
available after the likely date of the Crucifixion. See above, pp. 262-63 where we 
have discussed the problem and and mentioned the works of J. van Bruggen (Na 
Veertien Jaren [Kampen: J.H. Kok, 1973]), my ‘Observations on Pauline 
Chronology’ (Pauline Studies Bruce, pp. 3-18), and D.R. de Lacey, ‘Paul in 
Jerusalem’ (NTS 20 [1974], pp. 82-86). 
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1. Objections Considered 


We shall here meet the objections largely as presented by Moffatt.7 
While P.W. Schmiedel's treatment is more rigorous, it is largely a de- 
tailed criticism of positions other than the one proposed here, and 
furthermore is approached from the assumption of a systematically 
different synthesis.8 Moffatt states his objections plainly in a form 
amenable to reply. 

(1) The first objection is from an earlier writer, S. Cheetham, who 
goes to the fundamentals of the case. He questions whether the 
province as a whole was ever called ‘Galatia’, rather than ‘the Galatic 
province’, or being designated by the listing of component territories 
of a jurisdiction which came under the primacy of Galatia.9 

There are problems of real substance here to which the latter part 
of this study will be addressed, but Cheetham’s forms of the objection 
may be more easily disposed of. He complains that Ramsay never 
tells us the Latin or Greek title of the governor of the whole entity. In 
Latin it was Legatus (Augusti) pro praetore provinciae Galatiae.10 In 
Greek this appears as tpeoBeuTis (kal) dvttatpamyos étrapxelas Pada 
tlas, but the names of the other component territories of the locality 
are commonly added.11 This constitutes the particular difficulty to 
which we must return. 

Cheetham further objects that if inscriptions with such titles were 
found in the extremities of the territories additional to Galatia, they 
would actually ‘afford ... a slight presumption’ that these territories 
‘were not included in a province called Galatia’; we should expect 
reference merely to ‘governor “of this province” or “of our province”. 

In fact this kind of reference is also easily supplied. One could cite 
a list of examples which incorporate dating in the form éml Tis hye 
povias (tod Seivos) or éml (tov Seivos) tpeoBevTod, or which refer to 
a governor as Leg. Aug. pr. pr. or tpeaBeuTis (kal) dvttotpdtHyos 


7 J. Moffatt, An Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament (Edinburgh: 
T. & T. Clark, 3rd edn, 1918) esp. pp. 90-101. 

8 EB 2, cols. 1596-1616. 

9 ‘The Province of Galatia’, CR 8 (1894), p. 396. 

10 E.g. CIL 3.254, of Ancyra, undated. 

11 E.g. IGRR 3.316, of Pisidian Apollonia, where ‘Pisidia’ and ‘Paphlagonia’ are 
added to ‘Galatia’. It has been said that Greek sources only and exclusively de- 
scribe the province by a listing of its component parts. See however IGRR 3.181, 
of Ancyra, undated, and of the phrase ‘Galatic province’ (IGRR 3.263, of Ico- 
nium, AD 54), on which see further below. A good example of the enumeration in 
Latin is in CIL 3 Supp. 1.6818.2-7), of Pisidian Antioch: leg. Aug. pro pr. province. 
Gal. Pisid. Phryg. Luc. Isaur. Paphlag. Ponti Galat(ici) ponti Polemoniani Arm(eniae): 
Luc. sic for L(y)c(aoniae). 
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without provincial name expressed. These are drawn from Canna, 
Salarama and Psibela, all in Lycaonia, and from Iconium, Pappa, and 
the Isaurian country, a list of places all belonging to South Galatia, 
and in texts referring in most cases to men independently known to 
have held office in the province of Galatia.12 

Finally Cheetham comments on the lengthy territorial lists that ‘it 
is not ... usual in the “lapidary” style to use needless amplification’ .13 
In fact, however, that is precisely the nature of this style. The accu- 
mulation of titles and verbiage is highly characteristic. Thus the ob- 
jection is not well taken, but there is a real question of usage here 
which will claim attention later. Why should the inscriptions resort so 
often to listing ‘Galatia, Phrygia, Paphlagonia, etc.’, if everybody 
knew that mere ‘Galatia’ was the name of the whole province? 

(2) Moffatt's first pair of objections concerns the sequence of narra- 
tive in Acts 16:6, and may be considered briefly (Moffatt, Intro- 
duction, pp. 92-93). (a) He argues that Acts 16:6 marks a fresh depar- 
ture, and is not a recapitulation of 16:1-4, as Ramsay would make it. 
But Ramsay changed his mind and contradicted himself on this point 
(as Schmiedel noticed), and Ramsay's second view in fact meets the 
objection.14 Verse 1 brought the narrative to Derbe and Lystra, and 
verse 6 continues the progress into the district denoted by the no- 
torious phrase Thy puylav Kal Fadatiucy xwpav, which on Ram- 
say's view includes Iconium and Pisidian Antioch, and constitutes a 
perfectly natural sequence. (b) Moffatt objects that kwu8évtes cannot 
be a participle of subsequent action. Here, in F.H. Chase's phrase, 
‘The South Galatian theory ... is shipwrecked on the rock of Greek 
grammar .15 But recent studies of the Greek aorist, especially by K.L. 


12 T. Callander in Studies in the History and Art of the Eastern Provinces of the 
Roman Empire (ed. W.M. Ramsay), p. 162, No. 18 (Canna, AD 106-107); pp. 172- 
75, Nos. 56, 58 (milestones of Salarama and of Psibela, both AD 198); IGRR 3.262 
(Iconium, Augustan); 3.1469 (Pappa, Trajanic); CIL 3.288 (Isauria, under 
Claudius). Cf. also IGRR 3.125, of Comana in Cappadocia, which refers to a 
mpeapevTis Kal dvttotpdmyos, without provincial name, the man being known 
from coins both of Ancyra in Galatia and of Caesarea in Cappadocia to have been 
governor of the double province in 78-80, shortly after the amalgamation of these 
two territories by Vespasian. The formulation ‘our province’ seems not to be 
used, though noster is sometimes found in the phrase ‘legatus of our emperor’. 

13 ‘The Province of Galatia’, CR 8 (1894), p. 396, although he admits to only 
having done a ‘small observation’. 

14 Schmiedel, EB 2, cols. 1597-1598. Ramsay changed his wording on this point 
in later editions of CRE. Contrast e.g. CRE, 1st edn, 1893, p. 77 with the 7th edn, 
1903, p. 77. 

15 F.H. Chase, ‘The Galatia of the Acts’, Expos 4th ser. 8 (1893), p. 411. But there 
are alternative views on the South Galatian side here as well: some would 
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McKay, have challenged the traditional Latin-based formulations of 
its use.16 The element of time-sequence is less rigid and less promi- 
nent than has been supposed. Indeed, the prevalence of ‘aspect’ over 
‘time’ in the use of the aorist, and its participle in particular, may be 
illustrated from examples in Luke's own usage in Acts.!7 In a se- 
quence so ordered as this one, we may most naturally take kwdvBévtes 
as a natural contraction for kal €kwv@noav. McKay does not discuss 
this verse, but cites several New Testament passages which illustrate 
the like principle in the treatment of aorist participles. 18 

(3) Moffatt brings a threefold objection against the South Galatian 
reading of the geographical phrase in Acts 16:6 (Introduction, p. 93). 
The three points are nearly variant statements of the same contention, 
but will take answering in all three guises. He maintains that trhv 
Ppvyiav kal Tadatiky xwpav cannot denote ‘Phrygia Galatica’ be- 
cause (a) Opvyiav is not an adjective, (b) kal does not mean ‘or’, and 
(c) the phrase ‘denotes not one district but two’. He does not offer any 


understand from the aorist participle that the prohibition had been received pre- 
viously, and include this possibility in their reconstruction of events. So e.g. F.F. 
Bruce, BJRL 52 (1969-70), p. 257, suggesting that the prohibition was commu- 
nicated at Lystra. 

16 K.L. McKay, ‘Syntax in Exegesis’, TB 23 (1972), pp. 39-57, and in later studies 
focusing on aspect in the Greek verb, e.g. ‘Aspect in Imperatival Constructions in 
New Testament Greek’, NovT 27 (1985), pp. 201-26; cf. F. Stagg, ‘The Abused 
Aorist’, JBL 91 (1972), pp. 222-31. On the aorist participle in particular cf. W-F. 
Howard, ‘On the Futuristic Use of the Aorist Participle in Hellenistic’, JTS 24 
(1923), pp. 403-406; A.T. Robertson, The Aorist Participle for Purpose in the 
Kon’, JTS 25 (1924), pp. 286-89; C.R. Harding, ‘Subsequent Action Expressed by 
the Aorist Participle’, TAPA 57 (1926), proceedings, p. xxxix [with valuable ex- 
amples]; G.M. Lee, ‘The Aorist Participle of Subsequent Action (Acts 16, 6)?’ Bib- 
lica 51 (1970), pp. 235-37. Two points here seem worth particular note: (1) that 
aspect is of cardinal importance in the present/aorist distinction; (2) that the 
aorist should be treated as aspectually neutral rather than ‘punctiliar’ so that care 
is needed not to overtranslate its implications. Similar considerations apply 
conversely to the usage of the present participle of antecedent but linear action 
(e.g. Acts 14:21); see further H.G. Meecham, ‘The Present Participle of Antecedent 
Action— Some New Testament Instances’, ExpT 64 (1952-53), pp. 285-86. 

17 The instances merit extensive study and may be classified in several distinct 
categories, though many examples are indecisive. Thus some aorist participles 
are best taken as defining the action of the main verb (e.g. Acts 7:24; 10:33, 39), 
others as concurrent, like &taxp(vavta in Acts 11:12, and the participles in 11:13, 
or else time sequence may simply not be in point (7:27, 39, etc.). A striking case of 
the participle of subsequent action is kathvmoav els Katodpetav dotacdpevot Tov 
$ijoTov (25:13), where the early evidence is overwhelming against the variant 
~dpevor (cf. Metzger, Textual Comm., p. 492). 

18 A striking, if perhaps anomalous, example (of an adjectival instance) is 6 kal 
trapaSots attév in Mt. 10:4, which refers to Judas's subsequent act of betrayal. 
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argument for these three denials, though he cites some assumed, 
though debatable, parallels for the views he prefers. 

On (a), the adjectival use of ‘Phrygia’, Kirsopp Lake wrote: 
‘Ppty.os ... was “of three terminations” in earlier Greek, but Lucian 
uses it as of only two, and i know of no instance of the nominative 
with the feminine termination in Greek contemporary with the New 
Testament’.19 Haenchen proceeds from this denial syllogistically: “4 
pvyla therefore is a noun ... Tadatixy xwpa is therefore a second 
country named beside Phrygia’ [my italics].20 This second country he 
interprets without further ado as ‘North’ Galatia. 

But there are examples of $pvyla as a feminine adjective or ethnic, 
from Pseudo-Aristotle, Apollodorus, Strabo, Dio Chrysostom, Pollux, 
Alciphron, Arrian, Aelian, Athenaeus, Diogenes Laertius, Pseudo- 
Lucian and the Sibylline Oracles, and in inscriptions from Athens, 
Delphi, Ephesus, Erythrae, Rhodes, Lindos and Camirus, and from 
Panticapaeum in the Crimea, dating from almost every period from 
Alexander to the 4th century AD, and the published list might now be 
extended.21 Might the misleading entry in LSJ be responsible for the 
‘inability’ of these scholars to find such examples? 

On (b), the contention that kai does not mean ‘or’, we may refer 
simply to a note containing examples of such a usage, and entitled 
‘Kat Meaning “Or’’, published twenty years before Moffatt's work 
and dealing with this very passage; this was written by Ramsay in 
anticipation of this possible criticism, long before the unhappy con- 
troversy between the two men.22 One may understand Ramsay's 
later frustration at having to face the recurrence of criticisms which 
took no account of answers already offered. In fact, it seems unneces- 
sary to insist on the rendering ‘or’ here, as discussion of the next 
point will attempt to show. 

(c) is really the crux of the matter. Here Moffatt is too rigid. The 
whole formulation of the case is questionable, although we must also 
be careful not to fall into a converse fallacy which interprets too 
mechanically a pair of items bound by a common article. There are 
varied examples to suggest that the relationship in such pairs may be 
of more than one kind. The items may be synonymous or alternative 


19 BC 5.231. 

20 Acts, p. 483. 

21 ‘The Adjective “Phrygia”’, JTS n.s. 27 (1976), pp. 122-26 and ‘Phrygia: A Fur- 
ther Note’, JTS n.s. 28 (1977), pp. 99-101. 

22 ‘Kal Meaning “Or’’, CR 12 (1898), pp. 337-41. The controversy between the 
two men stemmed from Ramsay's unfortunate publication The First Christian 
Century: Notes on Dr Moffatt’s Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament 
(London: Hodder, 1911). 
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designations, or the names of the component or overlapping parts of 
an entity, or simply a pair which are for some reason being consi- 
dered together. The usage is no more rigid than is the relationship 
between items compounded or hyphenated. This kal may well be 
nearer an English hyphen than an English ‘or’. It is enough to say that 
the phrase naturally denotes something conceived as one rather than 
two units. Here Moffatt's examples actually confirm this against him. 
He cites kata Thy Kidtklav kal Tapdudtav (Acts 27:5), but without 
the context which shows that the phrase qualifies adjectivally the 
singular articular noun TéAayos (1d TéXayos TO kaTd...). It is one sea 
bordering the continuous shore of what we should now term ‘the 
south coast of Turkey’. Likewise ‘Macedonia and Achaia’ (Acts 19:21) 
comprise the unity which we (and the ancients) recognize as ‘Greece’. 
This point might be extensively illustrated.23 It is noteworthy that 
Lightfoot agreed with Ramsay on the adjectives and the common ar- 
ticle, but Lightfoot's difficulty lay in the geographical interpretation, 
which in his day was not yet clarified.24 

(4) Moffatt says that ‘the terminology ... really supports the North 
Galatian interpretation’ (Introduction, p. 93). He derives this judg- 
ment directly from the simple assertion that Luke's phrase ‘the Galatic 
region’ (as distinct from $pvyiav) emphasizes a new departure and 
denotes ‘the district inhabited by the Galatians proper’, whereas 
‘Galatia’ was ambiguous and might have referred to the province. 

That, of course, is just the question, and will lead to our final 
section. It is a matter which can only be settled by the appeal to actual 
usage, and of this Moffatt says nothing. A phrase from Arrian is 
sometimes cited as a parallel: ém’ “Ayktpas tis Tadatikis (Anab. 
2.4.1). But the force of the epithet here is to distinguish ‘the Galatic 
Ancyra’ from the other Ancyra in Asian Phrygia (cf. Strabo 12.5.2 = 
567). It functions like the use of the epithet in the well attested phrase 
‘Pontus Galaticus’. Compare conversely the phrase in Galen 


23 There is an interesting instance where Josephus is describing the war between 
Herod Antipas and Aretas IV: td ... wept tiv ‘lovSalav kal ‘ApaBlav (Ant. 
16.9.4.297), which might be freely rendered ‘the Arab-Israeli conflict’. Cf. also 
Gal. 1:4. For the use of kal between the elements of a pair note also the random 
variation in the Greek renderings of Roman double-barrelled titles: mpeaBeuThs 
(kau) dvttotpamyos TMévto¢s (kat) Biduvla. For the dangers implicit in too absolute 
an interpretation of the pair with common article (the so-called ‘Granville Sharp 
rule’) see further Carson, Exegetical Fallacies, pp. 84-86 and examples cited there. 
24 Lightfoot, Galatians (10th edn, 1890), p. 22n.; Colossians and Philemon (3rd 
edn, 1879), p. 23n. Schmiedel, EB 2, col. 1594 concurs that puylav is an adjec- 
tive, though he differs from both Lightfoot and Ramsay in his interpretation of 
the phrase. 
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describing Dorylaeum as éoxd™m Tis ‘Aciaviis Ppvylas.25 

(5) A group of Moffatt's objections is directed towards problems of 
the historical reconstruction.26 Thus he notes that the Galatians seem 
to have been unaware of the controversy and decree in Jerusalem, 
and this would suit the supposed new converts of North Galatia 
rather than the more established churches of the South. But if we date 
the letter before the events in Jerusalem had happened, the Galatians 
could not have heard of them. This and similar objections are not in 
fact communicating with the effective alternative. They presuppose a 
reconstruction which the alternative does not share. 

(6) The compromise suggestion is occasionally made that Paul 
might have touched the western edge of North Galatia in a substan- 
tially South Galatian mission in Acts 16:6. Such a ‘pan-Galatian’ view 
is less than convincing. It seems a gratuitous attempt to combine two 
different interpretations of the phrase. Moffatt's commendation of it 
as an attempt ‘to do justice to the plain sense of Acts 16:6’ (p. 92) is 
somewhat surprising, for that sense is highly debatable, and Moffatt 
has simply passed over the geographical problems of its inter- 
pretation. This view would need a convincing working out in terms 
of geography and of chronology. There is no special merit in com- 
bining, or in splitting the difference between, two readings of the evi- 
dence if the resulting picture does not integrate convincingly with 
either. We are dealing with essentially exclusive alternatives. 

F.F. Bruce has correctly questioned the geographical reconstruc- 
tion of Paul's route by Lake, who made of the phrase a territory ‘in 
which sometimes Phrygian and sometimes Gaelic was the language 


25 Galen, de Aliment. Facult. 1.13.10 = 515, ed. K. Koch et al. in the series Corpus 
Medicorum Graecorum, Volume 5.4.2 (Berlin: Teubner, 1923). For ‘Pontus Galati- 
cus’ see Ptol. Geog. 5.2, 5.4 (though the region was in Ptolemy's day known as 
Cappadocia). He lists the Asian Ancyra as “Ayxupa %puylas, and includes it 
among the cities of Phrygia Magna’. Ramsay however, in CRE, 7th edn (1903), 
pp. 79, 81, goes beyond evidential support in supposing that the adjective Pada- 
T.Kés was not applicable at ail to North Galatia and that this involves in Acts 16:6 
an assertion that Paul did not traverse North Galatia. There is in this an element 
of the dogmatically negative against which Ramsay himself more often protests. 
The adjective simply corresponds to the noun Iadatia, and may presumably be 
used of any appropriate application of that name. 

26 See the authorities cited by Moffatt, Introduction, p. 92. For a comparable 
view held at one stage by Kirsopp Lake cf. the next note. Moffatt's specific criti- 
cism is that the ‘pan-Galatian’ view fails to bring out ‘the evident homogeneity’ 
of Paul's Galatian churches. But the real difficulties are more fundamental, and 
while they certainly seem likely to have been a group subjected to similar 
legalistic influences on Paul's departure, it is not clear that their ‘homogeneity’ is 
to be a rigid critical axiom. 
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of the villagers’.2?7 There is an incidental point of terminology: the 
Celtic of Galatia was ‘P-Celtic’, and certainly not Gaelic. More to the 
point— the surviving indications suggest quite a different language 
distribution, with a precise territorial limit of Phrygian.28 Lake sug- 
gests a route through Laodicea Combusta, Amorium and Orcistus 
(‘surely a Gaelic place’) to Nacolea and perhaps Dorylaeum. But the 
roads, so far as we may know them, do not align these places, and the 
focal part of this progress, where he presumably locates the ‘Gaelic’ 
speakers, through Amorium and ‘Gaelic’ Orcistus, does not help his 
case at all. Both places, and the viable routes to and through them, lie 
in proconsular Asia, and not in Galatia in any sense whatever of that 
term.29 It will suffice to follow Bruce in quoting Sir W.M. Calder: 
why should Paul have made a detour to visit such a district ‘unless 
he had a prophetic vision of what Lake was going to say in the full- 
ness of time, and some interest in proving him right?’ 30 

(7) Many of Moffatt's arguments are couched in the form of an- 
swers to South Galatian counter-objections. Some of them are argu- 
ments from silence, in particular the silence of Acts. There is no 
evidence that circumcision was a major issue before Acts 15. Again, if 
Luke had regarded Derbe, Lystra and the rest as ‘belonging to 
Tadatia proper, it is inexplicable why the name should not occur in 
Ac 13-14’ (Moffatt, Introduction, p. 93). There is no mention in Acts of 
the illness of Gal. 4:13, and no mention in Galatians of such perse- 
cution or suffering as implied by Acts 13-14 (Moffatt, Introduction, p. 
99). But, of course, there is no compelling reason why any of these 
things should have been mentioned. There is certainly no unneces- 
sary emphasis in either writer on Paul's personal sufferings. 

Moffatt actually regards what he calls ‘one of the most plausible 


27 Bruce in BJRL 52 (1969-70), pp. 256-58, citing Lake in BC 5.236. 

28 See W.M. Calder, ‘The Boundary of Galatic Phrygia’, MAMA 7 pp. ix-xvi, 
and his sketch-map of the extent of the language remains (p. xlvi). The total area 
of ethnic Phrygia includes districts west and south-west of the limits of the Neo- 
Phrygian texts, notably the cosmopolitan Lycus valley, and is defined by a 
characteristic style of art, by the typical house-tombs or door-tombs, and by a 
characteristic epichoric nomenclature, which all divide this territory sharply, es- 
pecially on the south and east from the styles and onomastics of adjacent Pisidia 
and Lycaonia, both of which show rather South Anatolian affinities. See gen- 
erally L. Zgusta, Kleinasiatische Personennamen. The division of this Phrygian area 
between the provinces of Asia and Galatia is now likewise becoming pro- 
gressively better defined. 

29 See W.M. Calder and G.E. Bean, A Classical Map of Asia Minor (London: Bri- 
tish Institute of Archaeology at Ankara, 1957). On Orcistus, cf. p. 291, n. 41 below. 
30 Bruce, BJRL 52 (1969-70), p. 258, citing a personal letter from Calder, dated 18 
February 1953. 
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pleas’ for South Galatia (Introduction, p. 96), the greater prominence 
in Acts of the South Galatian mission, as itself another argument from 
silence, which he counters by the assumed North Galatian references 
of Acts 16:6 and 18:23, 1 Cor. 16:1 and 1 Pet. 1:1. But this begs the 
question so far as these passages are concerned: I have argued else- 
where for a primarily ‘East Galatian’ view of 1 Peter.31 We must in- 
sist that the alternative in our present discussion is a positive one, in- 
volving the positive correlation of Galatians with Acts 13-14. 

(8) Moffatt directs his own reply largely towards a group of South 
Galatian arguments which are not at issue here. References to Bar- 
nabas, the implication of Gal. 2:5 for the early existence of the Gala- 
tian churches, the absence of North Galatians from the presumed 
delegate-list of Acts 20:4, the arguments about the backward char- 
acter of North Galatia and its lack of Greek culture, all these and their 
like are questionable, and Moffatt is justified in pointing out their 
indecisiveness. But they do not touch the heart of the debate in any 
case. Arguments about ‘fickle Gauls’ or ‘pitiless Phrygians’ are value- 
less, as Moffatt rightly says (Introduction, p. 99). Yet he sees local 
colour himself in a supposed allusion in Gal. 6:17 to the custom of 
marking slaves by scars and cuts, ‘which was notoriously a practice 
of the North Galatians’. He refers here to Ramsay, but Ramsay in fact 
argues that the practice was specifically Asiatic, and not Gaulish;32 
no weight can really be attached to the point. 

(9) The South Galatian argument from Paul's evangelistic strategy 
is of some value. It is an oversimplification to argue merely that Paul 
sought out important centres, for Lystra and Derbe were not. But 
Moffatt is too quick to discount the argument, presenting it in a cari- 
catured, absolutized form.33 This matter underlines the need for a 


31 “The Address of 1 Peter’, ExpT 89 (1977-78), pp. 239-43, esp. p. 241. There is in 
my view no specific evidence in the NT for the evangelization of North Galatia, 
and indeed in 1 Peter, while the early position of Galatia in the list may be due to 
Silvanus’ prospective arrival in the eastern extension Pontus Galaticus, the 
churches primarily addressed may actually have been those otherwise known in 
South Galatia. This is not to say that North Galatia was untouched by the earliest 
Christian mission, only that we are not compelled to apply any of our NT allu- 
sions specifically to it, even if any existing churches there may be implicitly in- 
cluded in the 1 Peter reference. 

32 Moffatt, Introduction, p. 99, citing Ramsay, Hist. Comm. Galatians, pp. 82-84. 

33 Moffatt, Introduction, p. 99, builds excessively on the relative unimportance 
of Derbe and Lystra, which ‘were quite second-rate cities, with very little in com- 
mon between them and the Roman world’ (that is oddly and incautiously put, 
for Lystra was, in fact, a Roman colony). Ramsay himself registers surprise at 
Paul's going to Lystra (Cities of St Paul, p. 408). Moffatt continues however: 
‘Since he did evangelise such places, we may perhaps be spared the argument 
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careful and critical reconstruction of the journeys, their sequences, 
routes and purposes. The whole narrative merits realistic explanation 
in detail. Reasons may be offered for Paul's exceptional visits to lesser 
centres without thereby invalidating the assumption that he followed 
an intelligible strategy whose direction we may hope to unravel. 

(10) Moffatt offers an application of his view to the complex prob- 
lem of the relationship between Acts and Galatians. On the subject of 
the Jerusalem visits he is brief, maintaining that certain forms of the 
South Galatian hypothesis succeed in evading the difficulties, but 
only by conjectural alteration of the order of narratives in Gal. 2:1-10 
and 11-16. He then moves directly to the question of the Council of 
Jerusalem, where he offers his reconstruction on the basis of the 
assumed identification of Gal. 2:1-10 with Acts 15. He does not argue 
for this in detail, indeed he accepts it, despite differences of a kind 
which he thinks fatal to the identification with Acts 11.34 And there 
is no need for any transposition of Gal. 2 on the South Galatian side; 
indeed, the occasion for it only arises on the Acts 15 identification 
which we have argued should be rejected. This was another point on 
which Ramsay changed his mind: the criticism is not applicable to the 


that North Galatia would have been beneath his notice’; he was an evangelist 
with ‘a passion for the regions beyond’. But this is not the argument. Nobody is 
suggesting that Paul despised North Galatia, only that we have no warrant for 
supposing he ever went there. Moffatt omits to observe that his coming to Lystra 
was enforced (Acts 14:5-6) or to note Ramsay's explanation of this move as to a 
‘refuge’. The immediate motive may have been no more than seeking the nearest 
different jurisdiction, pending perhaps no more than a change of annual magis- 
trates in Iconium. If Lystra and Derbe were on a major road, a stop there becomes 
perfectly understandable. It seems clear not only that Paul saw reaching ‘the 
regions beyond’ in strategic terms, working out from major centres, subject to the 
necessities of travel and the closures and changes engendered by opponents, but 
also that he fulfilled this mission with flexibility and with an eye to the needs of 
the churches and of those among whom unpremeditated moves brought him. 

34 ‘This hypothesis is not wrecked by the patent difference of motive noticed in 
the two narratives’, whereas ‘the object of the two visits in Ac 11:27-30 and Gal. 
2:1-10 is different’ (Moffatt, Introduction, p. 100). Nor do I wish to change the 
order of Gal. 2:1-10 and 11-16. Moffatt's allusion to the identification with Acts 11 
as ‘a view which has found favour with several South Galatian advocates in their 
manipulation of the Lucan narratives’ (Introduction, p. 102, my italics) is an un- 
worthy and inappropriate charge. It is precisely the point that this identification, 
whatever its difficulties, is born of the attempt to take the integration of the evi- 
dence straightforwardly. Nor is the prior position of Galatians in Marcion's list of 
the Pauline letters a matter of any relevance whatever. If Moffatt (Introduction, 
pp. 102-103) means to imply that it is a bad reason for dating Galatians early, he 
is of course correct, but the advocate would neither wish nor need to use it. 
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matured form of the South Galatian view.35 

A word of summing up on Moffatt's argument: we have tried to 
give him his own say before offering any general evaluation of his 
contribution. There seem to be many places where his work is 
vitiated by a looseness of statement. This applies particularly to his 
countering of South Galatian arguments. It leads him to speak of ‘the 
province of Northern Galatia’ and of ‘the northern province’, and to 
treat Corinth and Achaia as independent entities (Introduction, pp. 
97, 98, 96 respectively). The occurrence of numerous slips of this kind 
is a serious matter where the argument turns on fine points of usage. 
He also writes: ‘On both sides, but especially on the S. Galatian, there 
is too great a tendency to tamper with the text of Acts in order to 
bring it into line with the requirements of a theory’ (Introduction, p. 
99). I should neither wish nor need to adopt any such expedient, nor 
do I accept any of the inferior readings he cites as examples of this 
tendency. On the central topic of our next section he writes: ‘The title 
Galatians (Gal. 3:1) is alleged to be more suitable to the inhabitants of 
Southern Galatia than to those of N. Galatia’ (Introduction, p. 95). But 
no one would want to say that it was ‘more suitable’. No doubt a 
northern Celtic-speaking aristocrat of impeccably Gaulish descent 
was a ‘Galatian of the Galatians’, and it was only in a secondary sense 
that the term was extended southward or to people of different ori- 
gins. But Moffatt chooses to reject a misleading and hyperbolic for- 
mulation. The question is whether the title ‘Galatian’ was suitable at 
all, and this question we may answer affirmatively. There is no sug- 
gestion from any quarter that it was ‘more suitable’ .36 


35 After long uncertainty since dating the epistle in AD 53 in SPTR (1896), pp. 
189-92, Ramsay moved to favour the early date in Teaching of St. Paul (1913), pp. 
372-92; cf. The Date of the Galatian Letter’, Expos 8th ser. 5 (1913), pp. 127-45. It 
is noteworthy that Ramsay did not seize quickly upon this view as an open door 
to an apologetic synthesis, but as an explanation of such difficulties as the case of 
Titus in Gal. 2:3. At that point in time, he seems not even to have observed fur- 
ther implications of this change of mind. 

36 It is difficult to avoid seeming overly harsh with Moffatt, and somewhat of a 
relief to be able to cite Moffatt against Moffatt without too much comment. The 
matter is unhappily sensitive, especially in view of Ramsay's unfortunate and ill- 
judged book The First Christian Century. While Ramsay's polemics rebounded 
disastrously on himself, his essential case, at least in those aspects of the Asia 
Minor background of the NT where he was a master and Moffatt was not, has 
not received due justice. Moffatt is actually open to a more systematic and devas- 
tating refutation than I have the wish or space to attempt. The problems in his 
work have tended to perpetuate confusion and darken counsel. It is particularly 
worrying that he repeatedly uses such phrases as ‘arbitrary’, ‘incredible’, ‘inex- 
plicable’, ‘tamper with the text’, ‘avoid difficulties’, ‘manipulation’, in every case 
of positions where these charges are either inapplicable or may readily be 
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2. ‘Galatia’ and ‘Galatians’ 


The objections do not reach the real difficulty of the matter. It is good 
at least that the attempt at positive statement should be set off against 
a Clarification of the doubts raised by them. This chapter concludes 
with the attempt to answer positively two questions: (1) What evi- 
dence have we for the concept of ‘Galatia’ as an enlarged provincial 
unit? (2) What kinds of people might be addressed as ‘Galatians’? The 
latter is a crucial question. 

(1) The province of Galatia had an extremely complex history. Its 
status and extent were changed several times within the first century 
AD.37 These changes are reflected in the inscriptions, but the vari- 
ability of formulation is such that synthesis is sometimes precarious.38 

The Roman concept of provincia was properly of a ‘sphere of 
duty’, and only secondarily did this concept find territorial ex- 
pression. So in Republican times the ‘province’ Cilicia was almost 
equated with the responsibility for the communications of Rome with 
the East, the safeguarding of the land and sea routes from brigands 


answered. Apart from such, the inapplicable argument is especially prominent in 
those sections which I forbear to answer in detail. Thus he writes: ‘If Paul had 
evangelised S. Galatia prior to the Council, it is not easy to understand why he 
did not say so in Gal. 1:21’ (Introduction, p. 99). It is easy enough: if the Council 
had not yet taken place, it might have required unusual prophetic powers to 
have said so at this point. Moffatt however goes on to say of a group of objections 
which include that just mentioned: ‘None of these objections is satisfactorily met 
by the S. Galatian theory, in any of its forms’ [my italics]. I submit that the answer 
provided by the early-date form of the theory, is sufficient, to say no more. 
Moffatt has not communicated with the effective alternative. 

37 For the province generally see most recently A.D. Macro, ‘The Cities of Asia 
Minor under the Roman Imperium’, ANRW 2.7.2.658-97, esp. p. 666; R.K. Sherk, 
‘Roman Galatia: The Governors from 25 BC to AD 114’, ibid., pp. 954-1052; S. Mit- 
chell, ‘Population and the Land in Roman Galatia’, ibid., pp. 1053-1081. Galatia 
received successive additions on the north and east: Paphlagonia in 6-5 BC, Pon- 
tus Galaticus in 3-2 BC, Pontus Polemoniacus in AD 64, Armenia Minor in AD 72, 
when also the whole was amalgamated into the huge double province of Galatia- 
Cappadocia (see esp. Sherk, pp. 960-63). There were other changes on the 
southern border, but not such as materially affect our present question. The 
status of Pamphylia under Augustus was uncertain, but R. Syme seems to have 
shown conclusively that it then belonged to Galatia (‘Galatia and Pamphylia 
under Augustus: the Governorships of Piso, Quirinius and Silvanus’, Klio 27 
[1934], pp. 122-48). In AD 43 Claudius formed a separate province of Lycia-Pam- 
phylia. After the brief reattachment of Pamphylia to Galatia by Galba, Vespasian 
restored Lycia-Pamphylia (see A.H.M. Jones, OCD, 2nd edn, p. 773). 

38 The attempt to argue from the listings of component territories in inscriptions 
is thus fraught with pitfalls, and Ramsay (Hist. Geog., pp. 253-54) is not now 
acceptable. 
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and pirates. Its territorial aspect was fluid as the focus of the need 
changed. It even came at one stage to exclude Cilicia proper in our 
pedantic geographical sense.39 Now the province ‘Galatia’ was 
largely the functional inheritor of the older ‘Cilicia’. It was however 
an arbitrary unit organized from the territories held by the client-king 
Amyntas at the time of his death. His northern power-base resulted 
in the formation of a territory whose axis ran anomalously from 
northeast to southwest. What follows is a tabulation of some of the 
strands of evidence for the provincial entity. Some of these are indi- 
vidually slight, but contribute to the total picture. 

(a) Officials who are honoured as benefactors in the cities of South 
Galatia are designated as officials in Galatia, or, among cases where 
the provincial name is omitted, some of the persons concerned are 
independently known to have held the office in Galatia.40 Moreover, 
the boundary of Asia with provincial Galatia is increasingly defined 
by the contrast between the senatorial title proconsul (av8UTatos ) and 
the imperial title legatus Augusti pro praetore on inscriptions relating 
to the respective governors.41 

(b) There are private documents from South Galatia whose dating 
is based on the ‘Galatian’ provincial era of 25 BC.42 


39 Thus in Cicero's time the territory was defined as Lyciam, Pamphyliam, Pisi- 
diam Phrygiamque totam (Cicero, 2 Verr. 1.38.95), cited by G.E. Bean in OCD, 
2nd edn, p. 239. 

40 Cf. examples on p. 281, n. 12 above. 

41 See W.M. Calder, ‘The Eastern Boundary of the Province Asia’, CR 22 (1908), 
pp. 213-15. In a subsequent note, however, ‘Corrigenda et Addenda’, CR 27 
(1913), p. 11, he corrected and withdrew a mistaken reading which wrongly 
found reference to a proconsul of Asia in one of the texts discussed in his pre- 
vious note. More important now is a lengthy Latin inscription of Orcistus, com- 
prising the citation of texts and decrees of c. AD 323-31 and which refers to that 
city as of ancient standing as a border-city of Phrygia and Galatia, while itself be- 
longing to Asia: [Patri]a nostra Orcistos vetusti[s|sim]um oppidum fuit et ex anti- 
quis[si| m]is temporibus ab origine etiam | [civ]itatis dignitatem obtinuit | [eJt in 
medio confinio Galfa]tiae P(h)ri[g] | iae situm est ... (MAMA 7.305, Panel II, lines 22- 
27). Panel III reproduces an imperial rescript, dated precisely 30th June AD 331, 
addressed to the ordo of the Orcistani through the provincial official, the 
rationalis Asianae dioeceseos (II, lines 24-25). 

42 Thus e.g. MAMA 4.140, of Uluborlu (Apollonia ad Pisidiam), where the year 
247 (= AD 222) is restored from an earlier copy; 4:189, of Ileg6p, year 301 = AD 
276, also from Apollonia. MAMA 4.248, of Yazdi Viran (Tymandos), year 335, is 
less certain, for the lettering suggests an earlier date, and the man was a Syn- 
nadan, who may have used his native Asian era rather than the Galatian. It is 
possible that the Galatian era was still in use in a very late Christian inscription, 
also of Uluborlu, where year 670 is AD 645 on the Galatian reckoning, but might 
be AD 639 [not 651] on the Actian. MAMA 7.486, of Beskavak, near Vetissus in E. 
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(c) Ancyra figures as the principal road-head of a systematic de- 
velopment of the road-system under the Flavians throughout the 
provincial complex Galatia-Cappadocia.43 There is also evidence for 
a road, maintained officially by the legate of Galatia, to link Ancyra 
with Pisidian Antioch, the southern capital, even though a large part 
of its course ran through proconsular Asia.44 

(d) Boundary stones set up under imperial authority at places in 
the extreme south or west of South Galatia evidently mark not only 
the bounds of city territories but also of the provinces of Galatia and 
Asia.45 One such, dated AD 135 and dedicated to the ‘gods of the 
boundary’ (e0is évoplois) mentions Apollonia, in South Galatia, and 
divides its territory from that of Apamea in Asia. Another example, 
erected under the personal supervision of a legate of Galatia, sepa- 
rates by name the territory of Sagalassus, in Galatian Pisidia, from 
that of Tymbrianassus in Asia. The date is Neronian.46 


Phrygia, west of Lake Tatta, is an example from the central plateau, but south of 
the Celtic settlement (year 114 = AD 89). Ramsay argued at the end of his life that 
the Galatian era should not be dated from 25 BC, as in Dio 53.26.3, but 20 BC, on 
the strength of a coin of Tavium which poses a dilemma of anachronism for the 
earlier date (Anatolian Studies Buckler [ed. Calder], p. 203). More recent scholar- 
ship however attributes the reckoning on the coin to a local city-era peculiar to 
Tavium, and probably dated from some local benefaction of Augustus (see B.M. 
Levick, Roman Colonies in Southern Asia Minor, pp. 193-94; so R.K. Sherk now in 
ANRW 2.7.2.959). It is an interesting reversal to find that where a dating system 
united the province and persisted for centuries, an anomaly affected only one of 
the original Celtic tribal capitals. The dating of the era in M. Grant, ‘The Official 
Coinage of Tiberius in Galatia’, Numismatic Chronicle 6th ser. 10 (1950), pp. 43-48 
must also now be queried. 

43 This was a logical extension of Vespasian's reorganization of the Eastern fron- 
tier. Milestones, previously few, begin to proliferate, and inscriptions testify to 
the systematic road-paving enterprise of the legate of Galatia, A. Caesennius Gal- 
lus (see D.H. French in ANRW 2.7.2.711 and R.K. Sherk, ibid., pp. 1004-1006), in 
AD 80-82. The texts are drawn from places as diverse as the Ancyra district (CIL 
3.312), Mulk, on the road to Dorylaeum in Asia, 71m from Ancyra (CIL 3.318, of 
AD 81) and Apa in Konya vilayet (CIL 3 Supp. 2.12218, of AD 81). Another later 
milestone from Lycaonia, published by T. Callander (SERP, p. 173, No. 58 of AD 
198) appears to give the distance of Psibela (Zivarik) from Ancyra (105 Roman 
miles). There are however problems in this mileage: see MAMA 1.372 and p. 
193n, M.H. Ballance, AS 8 (1958), pp. 230, 232 n. 17. 

44 See the milestone of Philomelium (MAMA 7.193, Trajanic), which presents 
the legate of Galatia, P. Calvisius Ruso [not ‘Rusticus’] Julius Frontinus, of AD 
106-109?, as directing building of a new road across Asian territory. Cf. Sherk, 
ANRW 2.7.2.1020. 

45 Ramsay, Hist. Geog., p. 172. Cf. the brief text ‘finis Caesaris N’ found nearby. 

46 OGIS 538, from a village on the south side of Lake Burdur. The date, here 
specifically Neronian, is confirmed by reference to the same procurator L. Pupius 


Chapter 7 Galatia and the Galatians 293 


(e) A metrical dedication to Zeus, from the same Apollonia, dated 
by the Galatian era to AD 222, seems to refer to the district as ‘the 
land of the Galatae’, and to the local people as ‘the godly Trocmi’. 
This may be poetic metonymy, but has been taken to suggest that this 
southern city was actually incorporated into a structure based on that 
of the old Celtic tribes of the north.47 

(f) There are many incidental hints of the prevalence of the pro- 
vincial idea even in Greek sources, and in some of the first century in 
particular.48 There are ‘Galatarchs’, corresponding to the better- 
known Asiarchs, and there is a kotvov Fadatav or tis Fadatias.49 


Praeseno as ‘procurator of Claudius and Nero’ and therefore in office at the time 
of the succession, in the famous inscription of Iconium (C/G 3991) which names 
t Tadatixt étrapxeta. 

47 MAMA 4.140. This stone has suffered damage, and much of its text, in- 
cluding the date (Galatian era year 247) has been restored from early copies. For 
the suggestion that southern cities were assigned to Celtic tribal divisions, cf. the 
inscription of Yalvag¢ (Pisidian Antioch) published by W.M. Calder in JRS 2 
(1912), pp. 84-86, No. 3, where the city Sebaste Tavia of the Trocmi honours with 
a statue of Concord her ‘sister’ Antioch (undated). 

48 For the habitually provincial concept of ‘Asia’ cf. my remarks in TB 26 (1975), 
pp. 100-101, contra Haenchen's views (cf. TB 26 [1975], pp. 99-100). The point is 
particularly abundantly and diversely illustrated in the case of (proconsular) 
Asia. Thus, in the Monumentum Ancyranum (IGRR 3.159), par. 24, the Latin 
omnium civitatium provinciae Asiae is rendered simply tagdév TéMewv Tis ‘Actas. 
Inhabitants of Asia in the broader provincial sense were quite normally desig- 
nated ‘Aotavol: thus ‘Aotavy tédkews Aaodiaelas (IGRR 1.322), Aao&ikets ths 
‘Aolas (IGRR 1.191, 198), all inscriptions of Rome referring to persons from a 
city of Phrygia Asiana. With the characteristic titles ‘Asiarch’ and ‘Galatarch’ cf. 
also the paired Bev8uidpxes kal Tlovrdpyns corresponding to a double provin- 
cial title, where the pairing is attested from both parts of the double province, e.g. 
IGRR 3.69.10, of Prusias in Bithynia and [GRR 3.90, of near Amastris, Pontus. 
‘Galatarchs’ are abundantly attested (IGRR 3.179, of 3rd AD; 194, perhaps Had- 
rianic; 195, undated; 196, 197, 198, 201, all undated; 204, mid- 2nd AD; all of An- 
cyra; 231, undated, of Pessinus). Other provincial titles of interest are also found, 
often in combination with that of Galatarch. The function of the ‘Helladarch’ is 
disputed (IGRR 3.202, undated; 211, Hadrianic, both of Ancyra), but he may 
have been president of the Koinon, and the same title is found in other provinces 
in similar collocations, e.g. of a Bithyniarch and Helladarch and Sebastrophant at 
Prusias in Bithynia (IGRR 3.63). Another significant provincial title was 
Tpatos/mpun tis émapxelas (IGRR 3.179, 3rd cent.; 191, undated, both of An- 
cyra), apparently equivalent to tpGtog (tdv) ‘EdXAh\vwv (IGRR 3.173.13-14; 190, 
both 2nd cent. AD, of Ancyra), where these Greek terms are used in each case of 
persons descended from Gallic royalty. Such details, which might doubtless be 
greatly enlarged, offer illustration of the close parallels between the provincial 
terminology of Galatia and that of neighbouring provinces, and of the integration 
of Hellenization into the provincial idea. 

49 The usual formulation in the inscriptions actually uses the ethnic Td Ko.vdv 
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The terminology is like that of Asia, where the provincial idea was 
strong. But there are also difficulties, to which we must return 
presently. 

Let us next focus more closely on the evidence for the status of the 
smaller district which included Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, and the 
Apollonia to which we have just referred. Ramsay argued that the of- 
ficial name of this entity was ‘Phrygia Galatica’, on the precise ana- 
logy of ‘Pontus Galaticus’ and ‘Phrygia Asiana’, both of which are 
attested.50 The ‘Phrygo-Galatic country’ (Acts 16:6) is simply a 
variant of the standard phrase. 

(a) First, there are literary sources. Strabo describes Galatia essen- 
tially as a Celtic country (12.5.1-3 = 566-68), but goes on to say that 
the Romans have united all the territory of Amyntas into one pro- 
vince. He refers in particular to Phrygia Parorea and the part towards 
Pisidia, and indicates that the Antioch towards Pisidia came under 
the successors of Amyntas (12.8.14 = 577), that is, that a section of 
Phrygia belonged to the province of Galatia. Pliny gives a different 
perspective. He speaks of Galatia as ‘superimposed’ (superposita) on 
the original Phrygia (NH 5.42.147); he lists such southern peoples as 
those of Lystra and Neapolis in an alphabetical list of some of its 
main component states, with no regard for geographical or racial dis- 
tinctions, and he locates the boundary of Galatia at places in Pisidia, 
Pamphylia and Lycaonia, taking an exclusively provincial view. 

Most important and explicit of the literary sources is Ptolemy, 
writing in the second century AD. He too gives an exclusively pro- 
vincial view, defining Galatia by its border with Pamphylia, and 
listing Olgassys in Paphlagonia first among its mountains. He ar- 
ranges its cities under seven headings, each occupying one section, 
and proceeds from north to south: Pontus, Paphlagonia, the cities of 
the Tolistobogii, of the Tectosages, of the Trocmi, and then to the Pro- 
seilemmene, and finally Pisidia, Isauria and their neighbourhood, the 
group in which he includes Pisidian Antioch. He does not name 
Phrygia here (Ptol. Geog. 5.4), but his arrangement is purely 


t&v Tadatav, whereas in Asia the form 1d Kowvdv tis ‘Aolas is customary. Thus 
IGRR 3.157 (of AD 14, the dedication of the Temple of Rome and Augustus); 195, 
204, 205, all referring to high priests of the Koinon, and all of Ancyra; 225, 230, 
232, also of high priests, all of Pessinus. While all these instances are located in 
the North they relate to a provincial body which controlled the Imperial cult in 
the province and to the attempt to Romanize the whole entity whose capital was 
there. For the formulation kowdv Tadatlas cf. BMC Galatia, Cappadocia and Syria, 
ed. W. Wroth (1899), Koinon of Galatia, pp. 5-7, Nos 1-15. 

50 Pontus Galaticus in innumerable inscriptions of the type which list this 
among component territories; ‘Phrygia Asiana’ in Galen, cf. pp. 284-85 
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geographical; he gives no pride of place to the ethnic Galatia. 

(b) The Phrygian character of this district is further established by 
a great variety of indirect epigraphical evidences. In particular the co- 
incidental occurrence of a Phrygian style of tomb and of fragments of 
the Phrygian language extends over the area, and the style is demar- 
cated from that immediately southward in Pisidia. The Phrygian area 
reaches east to include Iconium, which may actually have had a 
somewhat mixed population, and at one point the linguistic remains 
extend to within a few miles of the location of the uninterpreted 
‘Pisidian’ inscriptions of Sofular.51 

(c) A third century inscription of Pisidian Antioch honours a ‘re- 
gionary centurion’ (if the restoration is correct) for keeping the peace.52 
On the reverse of the same stone another dedication was subse- 
quently found, alluding to the same man and occasion, expressed in 
what purports to be metre, and naming the district as ‘Mygdonia’. 
This term is known as an occasional poetic name for Phrygia, but is 
listed by Pliny specifically as a district along the southern edge of 
Phrygia, toward Pisidia (Pliny NH 5.41.145).53 

There is then a series of pointers to indicate that the country in 
question was in contemporary thought and usage both ‘Galatian’ and 
‘Phrygian’. But again we must stress the difficulty of the matter, the 


51 See W. Brandenstein, ‘Die Sprache der Pisider’, Archiv fiir Orientforschung 9 
(1933-34), pp. 52-54 and in PW 20.2 cols. 1793-97; R. Shafer, ‘“Pisidian”’, AJP 71 
(1950), pp. 239-70; J. Friedrich, Kleinasiatische Sprachdenkmiler, pp. 142-43; L. 
Zgusta, ‘Die pisidischen Inschriften’, Archiv orientdlnf 25 (1957), pp. 570-610 and 
‘Die epichorische pisidische Anthroponymie und Sprache’, Archiv orientdIni 31 
(1963), pp. 470-82; P. Metri, ‘Le iscrizioni pisidiche di Sofoular’, Archivio glottolo- 
gico italiano 43 (1958), pp. 42-54; J. Boschhardt, G. Neumann and K. Schulz, ‘Vier 
pisidische Grabstelen aus Sofular’, Kadmos 14 (1975), pp. 68-72; C.J. Hemer, ‘The 
Pisidian Texts: A Problem of Language and History’, Kadmos 19 (1980), pp. 54- 
64; C. Brixhe and E. Gibson, ‘Monuments from Pisidia in the Rahmi Koc 
Collection’, Kadmos 21 (1982), pp. 130-69. 

52 J.RS. Sterrett, Epigraphical Journey, No. 92, cited by W.M. Calder in JRS 2 
(1912), p. 81, with the explicit statement that reexamination of the stone proves 
peyewvdprov correct, despite the reversion to [AJeyewvdpiov in IGRR 3. The word 
is omitted from LSJ, but noted in the Supplement. The Latin term regio in Greek 
transliteration as pey.av or peyedv is paralleled in the epigraphy of Asia Minor: 
thus peyraiv (CIG 3436, of Lydian Philadelphia: Bon®ds émtpdtuv peyiiivog 
iraderpnviis); peyeuwv (BCH, 24 [1900], p. 337, from Ceria). Both texts are pro- 
bably of the 3rd century AD, to judge from their onomastic evidence. 

53 Calder, JRS 2 (1912), p. 80 (No. 1): tév8e ce Mul y&ovln Atovd lovov dvtl 
Biilov | tov | Kal tijs elptuns | otéppa, of probably c. AD 250. The impli- 
cation is that ‘Mygdonia’ is the regio where Dionysius held office. See further 
Calder's discussion on pp. 81-84. This may have been an extensive area 
equivalent to ‘Phrygia Galatica’ and perhaps indeed still so called, though that 
designation is necessarily replaced here by a traditional name amenable to verse. 
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unsolved problems, the anomalies: 

(a) There is the custom, found both in Latin and Greek formu- 
lations, of designating the governor of Galatia by a listing of the com- 
ponent territories of his province, among which Galatia is merely one 
item: e.g. Leg. Aug. pr. pr. provinciae Cappadociae et Galatiae Ponti Pisi- 
diae Paphlagoniae Armeniae Minoris. The lists vary remarkably, and 
Phrygia is sometimes included as a separate item. It is difficult, on the 
face of it, to resist the feeling that ‘Galatia’ is used here in a narrow 
sense, a doubt is strengthened by other complicating phenomena. 
What for instance is the force of the phrase émltpotov ... étalplyetas 
Tadatias kal tlav] ctvevyus é6vav (IGRR 3.70, of Dusae in Bithynia)? 

The last point may perhaps be answered first. There is some evi- 
dence that certain procuratorships were held over a wide area com- 
prising several distinct provinces. Perhaps the procurator of the 
inscription cited held an office parallel with one attested of another 
procurator on an inscription of Ancyra itself: Procurator familiae 
gladiatoriae per Asiam, Bithyniam, Galatiam, Cappadociam, Lyciam, Pam- 
philiam, Ciliciam, Cyrum, Pontum, Paphlagoniam.54 

The practice of a similar listing of separate territories within the 
single provincial complex remains a difficulty, especially as there are 
instances where these territories are designated provincial, plural: 
(A. Caesennius Gallus) leg pr. pr. vias provinciarum Galatiae Cappadociae 
Ponti Pisidiae Paphlagoniae Lycaoniae Armeniae Minoris stravit (CIL 
3.312, 318, both of Ancyra; cf. CIL 3 Supp. 2.14184.48, of near Ancyra, 
all of AD 80-82). These lists seem to be related to the constant shifts of 
provincial boundaries. The phenomenon seems to occur first and 
mainly, if not exclusively, in the Flavian period and its aftermath, the 
time when Galatia and Cappadocia and their various appendages 
were united in a larger entity, and then to a brief period of undecided 
and shifting combinations when they were again separated, in texts 
of c. AD 112-14. In each case appendages like Armenia Minor and 
Pisidia are named where they were currently included in the double 
(or later single) provincial entity. Phrygia is often not named, but is 
more likely to be taken for granted, or included implicitly in Galatia 
proper. But the variability of the lists is such that we cannot press the 
point, certainly not to mount on it an argument that the Phrygian 
area was so basically ‘Galatia’ as not to merit separate designation. 
One should be cautious in arguing in any direction from variations 


54 CIL 3.6753; cf. 3.6994; 10.7583, 7584 add., cited by D. Vaglieri in E. de Rug- 
giero, Dizionario epigrafico di antichita romane, Vol. III (F-H) (Rome: Pasqualucci, 
1922), p. 363 ad Galatia. For this interpretation see Calder in JRS 2 (1912), p. 83 
n. 17 as against Brandis (PW 7.1. cols. 555-56) and CIL 10, Index. Brandis argues 
for a reference to the other two Celtic tribes. 
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and omissions in such formulations.55 

(b) Another problem involves the history and interpretation of the 
Koinon of Galatia. Reference to the Koinon and to the Galatarchs 
seems to be confined to Ancyra and the north, whereas a ko.vdv 
Avukaévwv is now known from the coins of several southern cities.56 
This pattern seems to differ from the usage of the parallel terms in 
proconsular Asia. 

The essential problem here may be answered in the light of a later 
study by Ramsay, which attempts to trace the history of Roman 
dealings with the Koinon.57 He maintains that the Koinon was used 
here as an instrument of Hellenization: Ancyra was the tribal centre 
of the Tectosages and capital of the province, but it was not yet a 
Greek polis. Coinage was struck there in the name of the governor, 
or of the Koinon, or of the tribe, but never in that of the city. He re- 
peats his suggestion that the tribal structure was widened to compre- 
hend all the peoples of the province, and thereby overwhelm the 
Celtic element. The Koinon met in Ancyra, but was the assembly re- 
presenting the whole province. Ramsay reconstructs an acephalous 
inscription and finds there a record of its meeting in AD 101. The per- 
sonal names listed include rare or characteristic forms associated with 
leading families otherwise known from Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, 
Apollonia and other southern cities.58 


55 It now seems clear that the practice of naming the double province from the 
enumeration of its parts dates from Vespasian's reorganization. It arose, ac- 
cording to Ramsay, ‘partly because of mere pride of power, but probably more 
because of real differences in administration between the different parts’ (JRS 12 
[1922], p. 153). But this system was cumbrous and the enumerations never com- 
plete. His earlier attempt in Hist. Geog., pp. 253-54 to deduce variations in the 
limits of the province from variations in the lists proved to be incorrect and gave 
no useful results. 

56 See the evidence cited in n. 49 (pp. 293-94) above for the Galatian Koinon. For 
the Lycaonian see the coins in BMC Lycaonia, Isauria, Cilicia, ed. G.F. Hill (1900), 
of Barata (Nos. 1-5), Dalisandus (Nos. 1-2), Ilistra (Nos. 1-3), Derbe (p. xx), Hyde 
(p. xx), Savatra (p. xxii). Most are late: only Savatra shows a change of 
formulation, where reference to the Koinon first appears after Antoninus Pius. 
No other city shows an example earlier than the younger Faustina. 

5? ‘Studies in the Roman Province Galatia’, JRS 12 (1922), pp. 147-86 [given 
wrongly in the bibliography in Anatolian Studies Ramsay, p. xxxvii], esp. p. 156ff. 
‘Ancyra must hellenize itself before it could be permitted to develop any indivi- 
duality’ (p. 163). Its importance with regard to the eastern frontier was a measure 
of the importance attached to Hellenizing it (p. 164). 

58 This important but neglected inscription was first published by A. von 
Domaszewski in Archaeologisch-epigraphische Mittheilungen aus Oesterreich- 
Ungarn 9 (1885), pp. 119-22, No. 81, with a conjecturally restored heading which 
misses the true character of the document and attributes it to Antoninus Pius. 
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Such is the first century picture. Later there were changes of policy 
and of territorial disposition. The Koinon of the Lycaones seems not 
to be attested before Marcus Aurelius.59 Diachronic study is needed 
here. Quite possibly the provincial idea was at its strongest in the first 
flowering of the pax Romana. The actual designation émapyeta 


The version in IGRR 3.162 reproduces this but elects to omit the catalogue of 92 
personal names which is integral to the special interest of the text. In an extended 
discussion in JRS 12 (1922), pp. 165-76, Ramsay argues for a dating under Tra- 
jan, 23rd September AD 101, on the ground of relatively early lettering and no- 
menclature, and reference to the 4th consulship of the unnamed emperor, a title 
excluding other possibilities such as Hadrian. Ramsay was however unaware of 
a problem caused by the naming of the governor P. Alfius Maximus, whose date 
remains unknown, but whom Ramsay took to have succeeded [T.] Pomponius 
Bassus, who held office c. 95-100 (p. 170). One Aufidius Umber is now placed in 
100-101 (Sherk, ANRW 2.7.2.1016, 1045), and while this might not exclude 
absolutely the unplaced Alfius Maximus from late 101, it poses a likely problem. 
Sherk (p. 1017 n. 167), following R. Syme in Gnomon, 29 (1957), p. 522, favours 
the Antonine date. While the dating problem touches some of the more specula- 
tive developments of Ramsay's reconstruction, it does not touch the basic strength 
of his case for finding reference here to a meeting of the Koinon, otherwise 
paralleled in a text like IGRR 3.223 (of Pessinus, AD 79). He infers the day of the 
meeting from the assumption that the Koinon met on Augustus’ birthday. In any 
case this is a most important document of the Imperial cult in the province. 

In this context the names are important, as likely to represent delegates from 
leading families in cities of the province, South as well as North. Most are of 
Greek or Roman types, whether or not formal Roman fria nomina, but Celtic and 
native forms are sparsely represented among them. Interesting examples are 
‘Caristanius’, a rare nomen apparently unique to Pisidian Antioch, but borne by 
a leading family of that city throughout the Ist cent. AD. ‘Ebourianos’, which 
appears twice is not otherwise known except in Iconium, and may be Lycaono- 
Pisidian in origin. ‘Anthestius’ is a rare Anatolian name (perhaps a rendering of 
Latin ‘Antistius’, found in Lycaonia. ‘Boiorix’ (thus better than Domaszewski's 
form) is evidently Celtic (see Ramsay, JRS 12 [1922], p. 172ff.). These are in- 
teresting signs of the ‘provincial’ character of the text, and more refined study of 
the prosopography of individual cities might extend the range of the evidence. It 
is notable that, if usual formulations may be restored in the lost heading, these 
persons constitute the Koinon of the Galatians, and are so designated. 

Other facts of the document deserve brief mention. The record of names is 

important, as of persons dedicated to the imperial cultus (avé8ykav | [Thv ofrhAnv 
kal Ta dvéuata, Domaszewski, pp. 119-22, lines 2-3), and there is a concluding re- 
ference (lines 61-62) to the ypagal, apparently here a regular written liturgy of 
emperor worship. 
59 Cf. p. 297, n. 56 above. The various cities exhibit this designation on coins of 
the same limited range of imperial persons, among whom the younger Faustina, 
Lucius Verus and Philip Senior recur. The only instance I have noted from 
Marcus Aurelius is Ilistra, No. 1 (BMC Lycaonia, Isauria, Cilicia, p. 8), where the 
reference to the Koinon is restored. 
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Padatikh or provincia Galatica seems to belong specifically to the time 
contemporary with Paul (thus in Greek CIG 3991, of Iconium, AD 54; 
in Latin ILS 9499.6-7 of Ephesus, c. AD 56-64, cited by R.K. Sherk in 
ANRW 2.7.2.988). The verbal parallel with Thv puylav kal Padatikyv 
xapav may not be insignificant. And other early evidence including 
specific territorial designations is scanty. Vespasian's reorganization 
seems to have occasioned marked changes of terminology.60 It is no 
wonder if the provincial idea lost its vitality under the constant 
administrative adjustments which followed. 

We need not prove here that ‘Galatia’ necessarily means ‘South 
Galatia’. We can, however clear the ground in the face of the objection 
that it cannot include ‘South Galatia’. The evidence of Acts with Gala- 
tians (if we are allowed to read them together) points convincingly in 
practice to a ‘South Galatian’ background on the lines suggested, 
with room for flexibility of interpretation. But there remains a strong 
residual objection over the suitability of addressing recipients in the 
south as ‘Galatians’. 

(2) What kinds of people could be addressed as ‘Galatians’? The 
ethnic occurs in the New Testament only at Gal. 3:1, but the ‘Gala- 
tians’ of that verse are evidently equivalent to ‘the churches of 
Galatia’ in Gal. 1:2 and 1 Cor. 16:1, in Paul's own usage. On this 
ground alone we should not expect to have to drive a wedge between 
the identity of ‘Galatia’ and of the ‘Galatians’. But the question is still 
a challenge in Gal. 3:1, and merits consideration in its own right. It 
has become a crucial question whether people in the Pauline churches 
in the South might be acceptably called by this title, or whether it 
would carry some pejorative connotation inappropriate to them, like 
‘wild Celtic barbarians’. Some scholars have been insistent that the 
term could only be aptly used of ethnic Celts in the North.61 


60 Cf. p. 297, n. 55 above. The reorganization seems to have been dictated by 
strategic needs. The pre-existing Galatia was based on a historical accident, a 
group of heterogeneous territories acquired at the same date. The eastern frontier 
problems now necessitated an integrated army command uniting the front line 
with a systematic development of communications and supply in the Galatian 
hinterland. Corbulo's special command in the East under Nero had doubtless 
pinpointed the need. The Flavian road-works in Galatia and Cappadocia were a 
crucial part of working out the policy (cf. Sherk, ANRW 2.7.2.991-95, etc.). On a 
point of terminology— Ramsay suggests elsewhere that after this time Galatic 
Pisidia became more easily mixed with Galatic Phrygia, as a great part of the 
former had been transferred to Pamphylia (JRS 7 (1917], p. 255). 

61 Thus quite dogmatically Moffatt, Kiimmel (Introduction, p. 298), W. Bauer in 
BAGD (for which see next paragraph) among others. It is well to reiterate 
strongly the fact of the habitual fluctuation between ‘Galatia’ and ‘Galatians’, 
typically seen in that between Td Ko.vdv tadv Tadartdv in the inscriptions and 
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(a) LS] gives us no help whatever here. Many of the important 
territorial ethnics of Asia Minor are absent from its pages, and others 
are given fragmentary or misleading attestation. Fakdmmg¢ is actually a 
surprisingly common word, yet its masculine singular is unrecorded 
in the lexicon, though its plural and its feminine Taddtio0a are both 
mentioned. No interpretation is offered for any of the word-group 
except a simple equation of Paddtat with KéATou and its corresponding 
derivatives, with no hint under the entries for either root that these 
word-groups were used of peoples in two totally diverse parts of the 
Roman world, in France and in Turkey. The entry in BAGD is much 
fuller, but also misleading. Apart from such odd errors as a definition 
of the province which includes Cilicia in Galatia (p. 149), it is claimed 
that ‘impressive support’ is given to the North Galatian view by the 
historian Memnon (c. 1st cent. AD). It must be noted that Memnon, 
whether in fact an older or a younger contemporary of Paul (W. 
Bauer in BAGD p. xxvii contra BAGD p. 150), is dealing with the 
Gaulish invasions of Asia Minor in a historical context 300 years ear- 
lier, when nobody doubts the application of the term Faddtat to the 
Celtic invaders. It is anachronistic to wrench the references out of 
context as an improperly emphatic and repeated argument for con- 
temporary usage, selected to the exclusion of other kinds of evidence. 
It does not follow that Memnon ‘would certainly never address Ly- 
caonians as Faddtat’ (BAGD p. xxvii, repeated p. 150), nor are Ly- 
caonians even the people primarily in view. It is a pity that the edi- 
tors of BAGD were not more critically alert to errors in Bauer's work. 

(b) One instance from the literature is of particular interest for our 
present inquiry. Pausanias writes Tadatav ... ol Teootvotvta éxovtes, 
bav oby dmtdépevor (7.17.10). The reference here is to the specifically 
Phrygian religion and to a practice whose origin is placed long before 
the coming of the Celts. Pessinus is, of course, in North Galatia, but 
the cultural context is not Celtic, yet the people are called ‘Galatians’. 

(c) Linked with this is an epigraphical reference which perhaps 
only complicates the issue. Certain inscriptions of Pessinus refer to 
priests of the cult by their position in order of precedence. There was 
a college of ten under the high priest, of whom the first five were 
designated $ptryes and the latter five Pakdtat. This presumably points 
to an accommodation in religion, in which traditional titles comme- 
morate the adhesion of the newcomers to the older cult. One Ti. 


ko.vov Tadattas in the coins, at least of Trajan (pp. 293-94, n. 49). Ihave not seen 
coins of the Koinon of Augustus and Nero, which according to Ramsay (JRS 12 
[1922], p. 171), use the ethnic form xo.wdv [adataév. We have seen that the ethnic 
designation specifically includes individuals believed to be delegates of Southern 
cities and of native Lycaonian or similar origin. 
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Claudius Attis was ‘ninth after the high priest and fourth of the 
Galatae, and twice high priest of the Augusti and of the Koinon of the 
Galatae’.62 ‘Attis’ is of course itself a Phrygian, perhaps here a cultic, 
name.63 The priests may have been chosen from the distinct native 
and Celtic elements in the population, or perhaps the ethnic names 
merely preserved the tradition of a time when this had been so. It is 
hazardous to argue from traditional religious terminology. 

(d) A small point may serve to illustrate a distinctive use of the 
title ‘Phrygian’ within the province. References to the military units 
on the southern border include mention of the seven alae Phrygum. 
Auxiliary troops were recruited from among non-citizens and their 
units bore distinctively alien names. 

(e) An inscription of Pednelissus, on the southern edge of Pisidia, 
ascribed to the first century, appears to designate that city unequivo- 
cally as } téMs Tadatav.65 The text is of cultic interest, and is ex- 
pressed in a peculiar Greek with many dialect forms suggestive of the 
aberrant Greek of neighbouring Pamphylia. The priestess who 
figures centrally in it is herself named ‘Galato’. Its first editor, D. 
Comparetti, made a curious attempt to explain the content from the 
supposed religious fanaticism of the Celtic temperament, on the 
assumption that Pednelissus contained an isolated pocket of Celts.6¢ 
But the phenomena of cult and language are to be seen in Hellenized 
Anatolian terms. The Greek polis concept is specifically linked with 
the term ‘Galatian’ in a manner alien to the usage of the specifically 
Celtic Ancyra itself in this early period. The date here is presumably 
before Vespasian transferred most of Pisidia to an enlarged Pamphy- 
lia, and the inscription therefore belongs to that period when the pro- 
vincial concept of Galatia seems to have been in its initial vigour. 


62 IGRR 3.225; cf. IGRR 3.230, designating a man, probably father of the same 
Attis, tenth after the high priest and fifth of the Galatae. If this text is rightly 
assigned to the later 1st cent AD, No. 225 will be placed a generation later. 

63 [Ed.] I am indebted to Mr Michael Howe for bringing to my attention 
Catullus Carmina, 63 which links the story of Attis specifically with both Phrygia 
and with cultic activities; cf. Pausanias 7.17.9 (citing the poet Hermesianax). 

64 IGRR 3.487; 500, I. line 55, refer to an énapxos of the 7th elAn of Phryges (both 
Trajanic, after AD 102, of Oenoanda in Lycia). Cf. IGRR 3.670-72, all of Patara in 
Lycia, undated; Ramsay JRS 12 (1922), p. 153. It is not clear from the texts that 
the units were actually stationed in these regions, and their location is in one case 
attributed to Syria. The significance of the onomastic point is not affected by this. 

65 D. Comparetti, Iscrizione di Pednelissos (Pisidia)’, Annuario della regia Scuola 
Archeologica di Atene 3 (1916-20), pp. 143-48. For the site, at Cozan, see R. Pari- 
beni and G. Moretti in Annuario 3 (1916-20), pp. 73-133. 

66 Comparetti, p. 148. He argues from the letter-forms to an early imperial 
dating of the text. 
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(f) Ten of the slaves who figure in a group of sacral manumission 
inscriptions of Delphi are designated Takdms or Paddtic0a.67 Not 
one of them has a Celtic name. Most are Greek. One can be paralleled 
as indigenous Phrygian, and the Greek ones include Sosus, Sosias 
and Sosander, a collocation which recalls the ‘saviour-god’ (Sozon) 
cults so characteristic of the native religion of northern Phrygia. And 
the date of the whole group is relatively early, the mid-second cen- 
tury BC. These ‘Galatians’ were hardly likely to have come from the 
Gaulish aristocracy. They bear every sign of being native Phrygians, 
the typical slaves. This instance of the ethnic does not then show us 
the term as an honourable title— that, I suggest, was a characteristic 
development of the Roman period— but at least as applicable to non- 
Celts from the territory currently called ‘Galatia’. 

This type of observation can be paralleled from a number of other 
categories of persons whose names may be sampled from the epi- 
graphy. One must stress that we have no means of telling how far 
these names are representative, or to what extent they reflect actual 
ethnic differences. It is common enough, for instance, to find records 
of families where Greek, Roman and Anatolian names are used in- 
discriminately, and the occurrence of an isolated Celtic name in an 
otherwise Graeco-Roman or Anatolian environment is not unknown. 

(g) The personal names which occur in the inscriptions of Ancyra 
and the north are largely Greek, but soon become very Romanized in 
the Roman period to which they almost all belong. There are rela- 
tively few clearly Celtic names, and these usually refer to prominent 
persons in the tribal royal families, usually dignified with a Roman 
praenomen and nomen. See especially IGRR 3.155-218. 

(h) The names in the epigraphy of South Galatia are mostly Greek 
or Roman in the cities (the Roman mostly in the colonies and the 
innumerable late epitaphs), but there are numerous native Anatolian 
names, Phrygian and other, especially in the more rural areas, and 
many native-style abbreviations and corruptions of Greek names. 
Many names in both parts of Galatia and elsewhere in Asia Minor 
show a markedly Anatolian, especially Phrygian, background of cul- 
ture and religion. 

(j) S. Mitchell reports on a specific survey he has made of the inci- 
dence of Celtic names in the rural areas of specifically Gaulish settle- 
ment (ANRW 2.7.2.1058-1059). He finds only twenty Celtic names, 
amounting to 4.6% of the total of personal names in the epigraphical 
indices he has made for Central Anatolia, usually in families also 
67 The corpus of over four hundred inscriptions of this class is published in C. 


Wescher and P. Foucart, Inscriptions recueillies @ Delphes (Paris: Firmin Didot, 
1863), 3eme sér., ‘Actes d'Affranchissemenv. 
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using Greek, Roman and Phrygian name-types. In two of the three 
major North Galatian cities, Ancyra and Pessinus together, he finds 
23 recorded Celtic names, or 1.5% in Ancyra and 2.7% in Pessinus. 
Outside the original area of Celtic settlement, though still well north 
of the Pauline churches of South Galatia, he finds in isolated pockets 
19 names (1.1%) around Haymana, 5 names (0.3%) in Laodicea Com- 
busta, and 4 names (1.3%) in the district of Perta, Savatra and Cana, 
all heavily outnumbered by Phrygian forms. MAMA 7.314 is a uni- 
que instance of a Celtic name (BwSopis) occurring in a text with a 
curse-formula in the Phrygian language. Mitchell suggests tentatively 
that the outliers point to some Celtic colonization of the central pla- 
teau in the Hellenistic period. It is still notable how extremely low the 
Celtic percentages are even in the Celtic homeland. 

(k) There are many cases of individuals resident as aliens in such 
cosmopolitan centres as Athens and Rhodes who are designated on 
their tombstones akdms or Padd7io0a.68 Such names are found vir- 
tually throughout the Hellenistic and Roman periods. They are al- 
most uniformly Greek, though a few show Anatolian, especially 
Phrygian, variants or background. 

(1) A surprisingly large number of such tombstones from Athens 
bear the single city ethnic "Ayxupavés (‘Avkupavés).69 These range 
from about 300 BC to the late Roman period. They are uniformly 
Greek throughout the whole time-span, but certain recurring names 
with the ‘Men-’, ‘Meter-’ and ‘Soter-’ elements suggest a Phrygian 
background. 

(m) Other resident aliens in cosmopolitan cities bear the ethnic 
pié or its feminine Ppvyla. Here again we have the same kind of 
pattern, Greek names with occasional Phrygian background.70 

(n) It is difficult to find in significant quantity parallel ethnics of 
persons from the individual cities of South Galatia. There are occa- 
sional persons designated T.ol8ns, and Aukawv or Avkadviooa, and 
their names too are usually Greek.71 


68 Evidence will be most conveniently found in /G 22 3.8451-8457/8 for Athens, 
and in A. Maiuri, Nuova silloge epigrafica di Rodi e Cos (Firenze: Felice le Monnier, 
1925) 213-16. 

69 See IG 22 3.7883-7937. 

70 These will be found in the same cities and publications. For the occurrence of 
the feminine $puyla beside the masculine pvt& cf. JTS n.s. 27 (1976), pp. 122- 
26; 28 (1977), pp. 99-101. 

71 Thave collected scattered examples of these and similar categories. The only 
significant sequence is of examples of Miol&ns in IG 22 3.10079-10085 (meto.8ns in 
10080), all of Athens, ranging from the 3rd cent. BC to the Roman period. The 
feminine TTvol&ooa occurs in SB 1.2041, of Alexandria, 3rd cent. BC. Both forms 
are unrecorded in LSJ and Supp. 
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(o) Almost ninety personal names are preserved of the list already 
mentioned, which Ramsay took to be a list of the delegates of all the 
cities to the assembly of the Koinon in AD 101 (n. 58 above). These 
names and the patronymics attached to most of them are nearly all 
Greek or Latin, with a handful which might be Celtic. A score or so 
have full Roman names, mostly of types which would denote enfran- 
chisement by the Julio-Claudians or the Flavians. One bears the per- 
sonal name ‘Galates’.72 If then these names are indeed representative 
of civic leaders of all the province, and include some which are char- 
acteristic of particular southern cities, they may be regarded as a use- 
ful sample. And this sample accords pretty closely with the others. 

Where does all this leave us? There is no prospect of using the 
chance occurrences of names as the basis for some sociological sur- 
vey, for the various samplings are of their nature limited and arbi- 
trary, and they might be wholly unrepresentative. It is in fact a fair 
guess that our materials are misleadingly biased towards the Graeco- 
Roman elements in the various cities and regions: city-officials, expat- 
riates, and slaves emancipated in a Greek environment. But then we 
should also expect that the central thrust of Paul's mission was to- 
wards the same kind of Graeco-Roman elements in Gentile society. 
Such people may have been of native blood: their names really tell us 
nothing of their racial origin, if perhaps something of their aspira- 
tions. Their culture was Hellenized or Romanized, however super- 
ficially; their blood was probably most often Phrygian, both in North 
and South Galatia. The truly surprising thing is the lack of traceable 
development, in the early prevalence, for instance, of use of the term 
Takames of Hellenized Anatolians even before the Roman period. 

If we suppose, for the sake of argument, that Paul went to North 
Galatia, what kind of people was he likely to have met there? Perhaps 
a Hellenized stratum of the population, of mixed, largely Phrygian, 
blood, perhaps largely similar to the people in the Phrygian parts of 
the South. Would it then have been correct to call such Northerners 
‘Galatians’ at all except in the rather extended ‘courtesy’ sense also 
applicable in the south? Could the terms in fact be applied at all out- 
side a circumscribed Celtic aristocracy and an unknown remnant of 
pure-blooded Celts? 

There is sometimes a danger that critical rigour may be used to 
carry its own reductio ad absurdum. It is clear enough in principle that 
Taddtns was a widely used and honourable self-designation, that it 
was applicable to persons of Phrygian rather than Celtic origin, and 
that it corresponded rather generally to ‘Galatia’ in the shifting senses 


72 Takats “AdeEdv&pou col. 2, line 19; cf. Ramsay, JRS 12 (1922), pp. 147-86. 
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places: ‘the city of the Ephesians’, ‘the land of the Phrygians’. Ethnic 
and territory are closely identified (cf. Excursus, pp. 241-43). We pass 
easily from one to the other. The inscriptions and coins here fluctuate 
between ‘Koinon of Galatia’ and ‘Koinon of the Galatae’. So ‘the 
churches of Galatia’ (Gal. 1:2) pass into the ‘Galatians’ of Gal. 3:1. The 
difficulty and the fluctuation of usage tends to affect both alike, but 
the combination of circumstantial details points to the viability, and 
even the temporary prevalence, of the wider interpretation of both. 
This kind of usage may be abundantly paralleled by the ‘provincial’ 
uses of ‘Asia’ and its derivatives in the same period. There are even 
some hints, contrary to views often repeated, that the term ‘Galatian’ 
was a correct and honourable title especially acceptable to the more 
Hellenized or Romanized people in the province. 

We will not deal further with the questions of geography here. 
Our general conclusion is that any Pauline churches in provincia! 
Galatia are eligible to be regarded as the ‘Galatians’ of the epistle. If 
we accept the essential correctness of the Acts account which names 
Pauline churches of the south, we should naturally expect them to 
meet the case adequately. When Paul speaks of coming to ‘you’ (the 
Galatians) T6 tpdétepov (Gal. 4:13), we may naturally link this with 
the first visit in Acts to people who might be fairly described as Gala- 
tians, and that takes us to Acts 13 and Pisidian Antioch.73 If indeed 
the South Galatian view is viable at all, a natural reading of the texts 
tends to impose it, and all geographical probability supports this. 


Concluding Remarks 


It has not been possible to discuss all the facets of the Galatian 
problem. Many of these have been admirably treated elsewhere, and I 
have been content to assume the results of others in many cases. Our 
central concern here has been with usage. 

Here we return to our original paradox: the evidence is ex- 
ceedingly complex, difficult, fragmentary, elusive and circumstantial, 
yet it is possible to hold to our synthesis with some firmness. The in- 
tegration of the texts, Acts with Galatians, gives a convincing and 
economical historical reconstruction. This hypothesis is actually 


73 Some have been over-insistent in treating Td mpétepov as referring to the ‘for- 
mer’ of two visits, as in a different argument Ramsay and others have made of Tb 
tpdtov ddyov (Acts 1:1) the ‘first’ of three books. But the usage of this period is 
more fluid (cf. BAGD). tT tpdétepov here should be rendered ‘originally’, ‘at the 
first’ (so e.g. Betz, Galatians, p. 224 n. 52). It is unnecessary even to invoke the 
notion of first visit and return journey to Pisidian Antioch or Iconium (Acts 
14:21-22). 
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supported by the varied intricacies of such considerations as the 
detailed topography and the existence of likely routes. The present 
study has been directed to the attempt to answer a crucial objection to 
the viability of the whole enterprise. But if viable at all, everything 
goes to suggest it is right. The successful objection requires particular 
interpretations of Acts 16:6 and 18:23. The required interpretation of 
the former has been supported by denials, which we have counter- 
acted by positive evidences on each point. We interpret the phrase in 
16:6 as denoting one geographical unit, following Lightfoot, but 
giving that interpretation the geographical context we owe to Ram- 
say. Acts 18:23 remains difficult and debatable; but does not restrict 
our options, though in fact the North Galatian option seems unneces- 
sary and improbable. We then have some latitude, and can rest willing 
to see the matter decided by considerations of usage and probability. 

The total impression of usage is in some respects an unexpected 
one. The idea that Paul uses Roman and Luke Greek nomenclature is 
itself an oversimplification. The tendency is explainable enough. 
Paul's vision involved the strategy of mission and the problems of 
dealing with authority. His aim could perhaps be formulated as the 
establishment of local city churches grouped in indigenous provincial 
units. Luke caught and transmits to us many of the anomalous com- 
plexities of popular usage as he heard them used by Paul or on occa- 
sions when he was present. Some of these have caused the commen- 
tators a lot of trouble. In the first century in particular Greek senti- 
ment in Asia expressed itself in a Roman mould. Pliny, Ptolemy and 
Dio Cassius testify to the vigour of such geographical terms as 
‘Phrygia’, ‘Pisidia’ and ‘Lycaonia’ in contemporary usage. They co- 
existed with the provincial names. But ‘Phrygia or ‘Phrygia Magna’ 
seems to be largely equated in practice with Asian Phrygia, unless 
otherwise qualified. ‘Galatia’ however seems to be used by the same 
writers of a provincial entity within which the Phrygian-speaking 
parts are not conceptually separated unless it is necessary to specify a 
district. In fact geographical usage, then as now, was a more complex 
and fluid, yet also a more intelligible and patterned, thing than our 
simplified and rigid criteria tend to allow. The usages both of Paul 
and of Luke seem to fall representatively into the natural variations 
of the pattern, so far as it can be understood today. 

The crucial difficulty in all this subject is in fact the matter of 
usage, and its difficulty puts a weapon into the hand of the objector. 
He can never be decisively refuted. The evidence, by the nature of the 
case, is only circumstantial, but we are then under some obligation to 
make the best possible assessment of its trend. We have offered what 
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seems the best reading of the case. The question is whether the 
objector can provide an alternative synthesis which is more con- 
vincing and less open to objection in its turn. 

This may seem a somewhat esoteric inquiry, but it is the ground 
on which a far-reaching debate happens to hinge. The synthesis | 
have offered is one in which the evidence of Acts and Epistles may be 
naturally integrated, and that speaks for the essential integrity of the 
Acts account. Differing assessments of Acts may be combined with 
many other syntheses, but most other options are more complex and 
involve difficulties and improbabilities more intractable than are 
found here. The North Galatian view in particular seems wholly un- 
convincing, despite the undeserved axiomatic status it holds for 
many scholars. Some ostensibly important recent studies are radically 
flawed by dogmatic and unexamined presuppositions on a question 
amenable to the assessment of evidence which is left unconsidered.74 
If the debate is to be fruitfully pursued, a prerequisite is the restate- 
ment of the North Galatian view in a form which attempts to make a 
balanced and representative use of epigraphical evidence and which 
will stand up to detailed criticism. That is quite an important chal- 
lenge. It seems doubtful that it can now be adequately achieved. But 
let us have no more argument from sceptical dogma. 


74 Apart from such influential Acts commentaries as that of Haenchen, one may 
instance R. Jewett, Dating Paul's Life (London: SCM, 1979) = A Chronology of 
Paul's Life (Philadelphia: Fortress 1979). The problem with the persistence of un- 
examined North Galatian assumptions is that either far-reaching conclusions are 
drawn deductively from them, or that they are implicit in what I take to be faulty 
historical reconstruction. In either case suspect conclusions are often popu- 
larized, with the frequent unproved implication that the Acts account is radically 
erroneous. 


Chapter 8 
The Authorship and Sources of Acts 


Introduction 


Enough has now been said to establish a background, to maintain 
that the writer has given an independent account of Paul into which 
the evidence of Paul's letters can be extensively dove-tailed. This 
raises the question of the sources of his knowledge. It suggests a 
prima facie judgment that he either stood close to Paul's time or at 
least depended on sources close to Paul. Such an assumption would 
present no difficulty to a traditional view of the case. Tradition 
assigns the book to the physician Luke. We have followed convention 
thus far in using the name ‘Luke’ as a convenient shorthand desig- 
nation for the author, whom we have agreed to be the writer both of 
the Third Gospel and of Acts (see Chapter 2, pp. 30-33). The time has 
now come for some evaluation of the tradition. And the question of 
authorship is intimately interwoven with that of the passages of first- 
person narrative in Acts, and their bearing on the author's sources of 
information. 

The man Luke is named in the New Testament at Col. 4:14; Phlm. 
24; and 2 Tim. 4:11. Only Colossians characterizes him as the ‘beloved 
physician’, and its context (vv. 10-11) implies also that he was a 
Gentile. There is no apparent reason why the early church should 
have chosen to ascribe the two longest books in the New Testament, 
together some two-sevenths of its total bulk, to so relatively obscure a 
person unless it preserved sound tradition. The ascription was almost 
universally accepted until 19th century criticism began to question 
more radically the supposed authorship by a companion (or contem- 
porary) of Paul. The late dating of Acts in the Tubingen School's 
reconstruction of early Christian history necessarily involved dis- 
carding the tradition. But F.C. Baur's work was centred upon a broad 
conception of the dialectic of history, and he produced an unwar- 
ranted oversimplification of its actualities, as Haenchen (Acts, p. 17) 
observes. While attributing the book of Acts to a much later eirenic 
writer, Baur thought it not impossible that it may have been founded 
on genuine sketches and narratives from the hand of the historical 
Luke, especially for the Apostle’s last journey. Acts thus remained, 
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within limits, ‘a highly important source of the history of the 
Apostolic Age’.! Baur's followers Albert Schwegler and Eduard 
Zeller went further than Baur himself in dismantling the tradition. 
They systematized the Tiibingen viewpoint, Schwegler across the 
range of early Christian literature, Zeller on Acts in particular.2 For 
Schwegler, Acts was a tendentious document of reconciliation in the 
form of a history, belonging to the period 110-50. Zeller, who made 
the only thorough study of Acts by a member of the Tiibingen School, 
stressed the Peter-Paul parallelism as a creation of the writer. This 
writer aims to justify the existence of a Gentile Christianity in the 
period 110-30, and therefore compromises the distinctiveness of Paul 
in order to conciliate the Jewish Christians. There is no room in these 
writers for any connection with authentic traditions deriving from a 
companion of Paul. But their views did not carry the day without dis- 
pute even among their German contemporaries. M. Schneckenburger, 
while treating Acts as a Tendenzschrift, defended its essential his- 
toricity, and maintained both an early date (66-70) and Lukan 
authorship.3 Outside Germany criticism of the tradition was much 
slower to take hold. E. Renan retained the concept of Lukan author- 
ship in his relatively sceptical treatment of Acts as bordering on 
edificatory legend.4 And in Britain the tradition persisted, and was 
in due course given a new lease of life in the work of W.K. Hobart 
and of W.M. Ramsay.5 

The question of the tradition arises at several levels: 

(1) Whether material in Acts goes back to a companion of Paul, 
perhaps especially in the ‘we-passages’; 

(2) whether the author of the book (or at least of these passages) 
was himself a companion of Paul, and an eyewitness of the events of 
the first-person sections; 

(3) whether such a companion and partial eyewitness is further to 


1 FC. Baur, Paul the Apostle, pp. 12-13, quoting from p. 13. 

2 A. Schwegler, Das nachapostolische Zeitalter in den Hauptmomenten seiner Ent- 
wicklung, 2 vols. (Tiibingen, 1846); E. Zeller, Die Apostelgeschichte nach ihrem In- 
halt und Ursprung kritisch untersucht (Stuttgart, 1854); ET The Contents and Origin 
of the Acts of the Apostles, Critically Investigated, 2 vols., tr. Joseph Dare (London: 
Williams & Norgate, 1875-76). See further the discussions in Haenchen, Acts, pp. 
17-18; Gasque, History of Criticism, pp. 40-50. 

3M. Schneckenburger, Uber den Zweck der Apostelgeschichte (Bern: Fischer, 
1841). See Gasque, History of Criticism, pp. 32-39; Haenchen, Acts, pp. 18-19 
treats him somewhat dismissively. 

4 E. Renan, Les Apétres (Paris: Lévy, 1866); passim, esp. the introduction. 

5 W.K. Hobart, The Medical Language of St. Luke (Dublin: Hodges, Figgis and 
Co., 1882); W.M. Ramsay, Luke the Physician and Other Studies in the History of 
Religion (London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1908), pp. 1-68. 
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be identified with the traditional ‘Luke the physician’. 

The question of historicity is not necessarily to be tied to positive an- 
swers to all these questions. It might be at least a start to establish the 
essential relation of the eventual author to traditions emanating from 
a companion of Paul, but that would still be insufficient without sub- 
sidiary arguments for the integrity of the material and his relative 
forbearance in editorial aiteration. On the other side, the particular 
identity of the author with the physician of Col. 4:14 is inessential to 
the fundamental question. It would be possible to argue for author- 
ship by a companion of Paul without specifying his traditional iden- 
tity, and certainly without weighting the case with remarks about his 
use of medical language or the like. It emerges that position (2) is the 
fundamental one. If it can be established, it offers an a fortiori argu- 
ment which includes and extends all that would be established by 
position (1) without insisting on more than is necessary, relevant or 
provable. No such view can of course be established without careful 
consideration of all the terms of the problem and all the steps of the 
argument, the book's unity, method and possible sources of infor- 
mation. Only if position (2) can be upheld, is it possible to ask 
whether position (3) is defensible; even if it is inessential, some 
secondary considerations arise in this context which are at least 
worthy of mention. 

In 1882 W.K. Hobart published a classic study, The Medical Lan- 
guage of St. Luke, which argued with impressive documentation that 
the medical vocabulary of Luke-Acts, as paralleled with the language 
of the Greek medical writers, showed the author's medical back- 
ground. This long seemed a powerful corroboration of the tradition, 
until Hobart's work was trenchantly criticized by H.J. Cadbury, who 
exposed the perils of arguing from uncontrolled parallels.6 Many of 
Hobart's examples are indecisive or inappropriate. Where a word 
might seem distinctively medical it is not necessarily Lukan: alpop- 
poeiv, for instance, is found only at Mt. 9:20 in the New Testament. In 
any case, Greek medicine, which had its roots in philosophy, seems to 
have been slow to develop a technical vocabulary, at least until Galen 
a century later. Most of the words in Hobart had a much wider cur- 
rency. So his case can no longer be accepted, though his work 


6 HJ. Cadbury, The Style and Literary Method of Luke Harvard Theological 
Studies, VI (Cambridge Mass: Harvard University Press, 1920), pp. 39-72, a book 
based on Cadbury's doctoral thesis. It has been said that Cadbury won his doc- 
torate by taking away Luke's (cf. R.N. Longenecker, ‘The Acts of the Apostles’, 
The Expositor's Bible Commentary, ed. F.E. Gaebelein, Vol. 9 [Grand Rapids: Zon- 
dervan, 1981], p. 240). Cf. also Cadbury, ‘Lexical Notes on Luke-Acts. II. Recent 
Arguments for Medical Language’, JBL 45 (1926), pp. 190-209. 
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remains valuable as a compendium of lexical evidence. It also 
remains true that the failure of a hypothesis does not amount to dis- 
proof of its essential contention. Hobart reveals ‘Luke’ as a man of 
considerable Greek culture, which is consistent with the tradition. 
The tradition of ‘Luke the physician’ continued to find strong ad- 
vocates in W.M. Ramsay and A. von Harnack’ before Cadbury's 
strictures and the shift of interest in Germany induced by Dibelius 
changed the focus of this aspect of debate. Cadbury himself stressed 
that arguments for or against the tradition are essentially unaffected 
by the medical argument. ‘Superficially, however, the traditional 
view, which at first seemed so brilliantly confirmed by the medical 
argument is in danger of suffering undeserved discrediting by reason 
of the continued effort to support it by fallacious and specious 
arguments.’8 Thereafter the traditional view carried little weight in 
Germany, not so much because it was ever refuted as because the 
developments of form-criticism and style-criticism by-passed the 
question with an implicit answer.9 Many British scholars and com- 
mentators have continued to adhere to a more traditional view of 
authorship, without necessarily stressing the medical aspect of the 
writer's identity.10 The recent article by W.G. Marx does not really 


7? A. von Harnack, Luke the Physician (London: Williams & Norgate, 1911) tr. J. 
Wilkinson. 

8 Cadbury, ‘Recent Arguments’, p. 209. 

9  Dibelius held firmly to Lukan authorship while also regarding the pronoun 
‘we’ as secondary, and as literary in Acts 27-28, where it did not represent an 
‘itinerary’ source. His reasons for defending traditional authorship were anoma- 
lous (and dubious), and hence vulnerable to successors who carried further the 
logic of his approach. See esp. Dibelius, Studies, pp. 146-48 for his view of the 
work being distributed through Theophilus as patron and requiring a known 
author's name (cf. also pp. 89-90). A.D. Nock points out Dibelius’ misunder- 
standing of the nature of ancient publication (Gnomon 25 [1953], pp. 501-502 = 
Essays, ed Z. Stewart, 2.825-26), while himself inclining to shift for other reasons 
to a traditional view of authorship (Gnomon, p. 502 = Essays 2.827). Haenchen 
firmly rejects Dibelius argument, without thereby meeting different reasons for 
adhering to the tradition ‘“We” in Acts and Itinerary’, JTC 1 [1965], p. 71 = ZTK 
58 [1961], pp. 335-36). 

10 Thus among post-Dibelius writers W.L. Knox, Acts (CUP, 1948), pp. 1-15; A. 
Ehrhardt, Acts (Manchester University Press, 1969), pp. 3-4; Bruce, Acts (Lon- 
don: Tyndale, 1951), pp. 1-8; Williams, Acts (London: A. & C. Black, 1957), pp. 5- 
7; W. Neil, Acts (London: Oliphants, 1973), pp. 22-25 (cautiously); Marshall, 
Acts (Leicester: InterVarsity, 1980), pp. 44-46; among non-British writers also J. 
Munck, Acts (Anchor Bible, 1967), pp. xxix-xxxv; W. Michaelis, Einleitung in das 
Neuen Testament (Bern: Graf-Lehmann, 1946), pp. 61-63; Dibelius, Studies, p. 
192; B. Reicke, The Gospel of Luke, tr. by R. MacKenzie from Lukasevangeliet, 1962 
(London: SPCK, 1965), pp. 10-24. 
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rehabilitate Hobart against Cadbury.11 His account of the diversity 
of contemporary Greek medicine is valuable as a caution against sim- 
plistic assumptions, but his arguments for placing Luke in a specific 
medical context are in their turn essentially illustrations and parallels 
for his own assumption, and lack rigour to respond to the objections 
of those not already convinced. 


The ‘We-Passages’ 


The evaluation of the ‘we-passages’ is a crucial issue for the dual 
problem of authorship and source. These are the passages which lend 
themselves to the prima facie judgment that the writer is claiming to 
have been present on the occasions described. 

The first-person sections may be demarcated as Acts 16:10-17; 
20:5-21:17; and chs. 27-28.12 In each case the passage begins with an 
unheralded shift from third person to first person narrative, and in 
the two former cases ends with an unobtrusive transitional shift 
separating Paul from ‘us’ (16:17; 21:18), and continuing the account of 
him where the first person simply fades out.13 In the final passage 
there is no first person after 28:16, but also no need for a transition, as 
the climactic scene in Rome extends to the end of the book. All the 
three ‘we-passages’ are essentially travel-narratives, and all focus 
strongly on a sea-voyage. 

Explanations of these passages may be classified under four 
headings in their possible bearing on the authorship/source question: 

(1) that they indicate directly the author's presence as 
eyewitness; 14 
11 W.G. Marx, ‘Luke the Physician, Re-examined’, ExpT 91 (1979-80), pp. 168- 
72. Marx's article contains a number of interesting speculations based on parallels 
with contemporary ancient medicine, as that Luke was influenced by the Pneu- 
matist School, and that his interest in the Spirit reflected his earlier concern with 
mvetpa in its different, medical usage. These are perhaps possibilities worth 
airing, but their status is no higher than that: speculative parallels are without 
probative force. ({Ed.] See now also ‘Doctors in the Graeco-Roman World’, New 
Docs 2.10-25, No. 2, which gives various inscriptions.) 

12 The first-person plural in the Western variant of Acts 11:28, a passage located 
in the church in Antioch, is not included in this enumeration. It is possible that 
this reading reflects the early tradition which connected Luke with that city, but 
it not to be seen as original. See Metzger, Textual Comm., p. 391. 

13. There is no occasion for finding a difficulty in the shifting application of ‘we’ 
between inclusive and exclusive senses. It may be applied to any group of 
persons among whom the speaker is included, even though its composition 
otherwise changes. Cf. C.J. Hemer, ‘First Person Narrative in Acts 27-28’, TB 36 
(1985), p. 81. 

14 Thus, for example, Reicke, Gospel, p. 20. See throughout this section the 
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(2) that they reproduce the author's own diary or itinerary notes of 
events where he was present;15 

(3) that they reproduce the diary or notes of a person other than 
the eventual author, who may or may not have redacted them 
drastically;16 

(4) that they rest upon no distinctive tradition or source, or are the 
creation of the author or at most an elaboration of materials without 
independent integrity the pronouns being explained by some literary 
device appropriate to a fictional or edificatory genre.17 These 


valuable survey by Vittorio Fusco, ‘Le sezioni-noi degli Atti nella discussione 
recente’, Bibbia e Oriente 25 (1983), pp. 73-86. The traditional view was first for- 
mulated in Irenaeus, adv. Haer, 3.14.1: ‘Lucas inseparabilis fuit a Paulo, et co- 
operarius eius in evangelio’. 

15 Thus e.g. Barrett, Luke the Historian, p. 22; Neil, Acts, p. 24. 

16 Thus e.g. Kiimmel, Introduction, pp. 125ff. Kiimmel's manner of treatment is 
problematic. After reaching indirectly the question of authorship, Kummel rejects 
the possibility that the ‘we-passages’ indicate authorial participation on the 
ground of a misinformation about Paul inconceivable in a companion. He cites 
three such instances. But two of these are wholly, and the other partly, depen- 
dent on what we have argued to be a misidentification of Gal. 2 with Acts 15. He 
compares unlike with unlike, and stresses the conclusion that they are unlike. But 
if the identification is wrong, this is a tautology which does not address the prob- 
lem at all. It is a tangle which pulls out into a single strand of rope, and disguises 
the fact that there is really a different knot to be untied. The question against 
Luke needs to be taken more seriously than this would require, and that is at the 
heart of our theme. Yet Kimmel has created a presumption against Luke by 
questionable arguments before proceeding to discuss the substantial issues, 
which follow his negative judgment. We have said that rejection of a bad argu- 
ment does not disprove its thesis. It is equally relevant to insist here that 
Ktimmel's problematic choice of examples does not invalidate the case he might 
have made, and also to recognize that he will often go unchallenged because 
many scholars would concur with his assumptions and identifications. Our point 
is simply that he has not interacted with the effective alternative explanation of 
those who do not share that partial consensus. 

17 Haenchen is a prime exponent of this type of view, though it assumes varying 
forms in his writings (cf. Fusco, p. 77), to express the vividness or importance of 
an incident (Haenchen, ‘“We” in Acts’, p. 83), or to indicate a source in a personal 
record (pp. 84-85). Cf. Conzelmann, Apostelgeschichte, pp. 5-6; Marxsen, Intro- 
duction, p. 168. Conzelmann cites Lucian's satirical fantasy A True Story. Writers 
of this school are sometimes confusingly unclear in their statements, seeming to 
shift their ground and implying in ‘Luke’ a (false) claim to authorial participation 
(so Haenchen, Acts, p. 85), while elsewhere speaking of literary devices by 
which nobody was presumably deceived. Fusco (p. 78) points out however that 
none of the presumed literary practices are effectively attested from Luke's day. 
It is perhaps the essence of this category that the first person pronoun is ex- 
plained as secondary, as a device of the eventual author/redactor and therefore 
potentially separate from the source-question. 
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categories are not rigidly separate, but represent a spectrum 
including opposite extremes. We may for instance place Dibelius' 
view conceptually under (4), not because it represents an extreme of 
scepticism as such, but because he declines to view the ‘we-passages’ 
as a separate entity, and isolates an ‘itinerary’ by criteria which cut 
across their distinctiveness, which he explains as a literary figure. 
Thus his view tells against the use of these passages for our present 
investigation, though Dibelius actually held to Lukan authorship. 

A point of general relevance to the discussion is the widely 
accepted stylistic unity of Acts. There are certainly diversities within 
it, the formal literary style of the preface, or the rhetorical opening of 
the Tertullus speech, beside the Semitic flavour of the Jerusalem 
scenes, but these are widely accepted as instances of the flexible skills 
of a writer who knew how to imprint his viewpoint on his work. In 
fact in a climate sensitive to the distinctives of Lukan theology one 
need hardly argue closely for the unity of the eventual work, even if 
this is seen as a wholly redactional phenomenon. 18 Within this larger 
postulated unity one cannot separate by style or method the actual 
‘we-passages’ from the third-person narratives in which they are 
embedded. They are certainly among the most vivid and detailed 
narratives in the book, but so are the Ephesus riot or the Jerusalem 
arrest, both of which retain the third person. 

It is apparent that the ‘Lukan’ unity of Acts will relate differently 
to different explanations of the ‘we-passages’. It will suit in principle 
either the assumption that the unity derives from the experience and 
inquiry of a participant, or that it is redactional, in the former case 
explanations (1) or (2), in the latter (4). Of course the choice is not so 
simple as this, and (3) may stand here as representing the possible 
range of complexity where independent sources may be subject to 
redaction. Also the factors of source and redaction are relevant across 
the spectrum, for the participant's experience is filtered and selected 
through his own individuality and purpose, and the freest 
composition has its antecedent stimuli. 

We may use classification as a starting-point for evaluating the 
different kinds of explanation. Here (1) and (2) fall close together. 
They are separated only by the postulation of a two-stage process of 
composition in the later case. (2) might allow for lapse of time in the 
writing, for hypotheses which see shifts in Luke's perspective or 
plurality of editions of his work.19 Apart from such special 


18 This final unity of Luke-Acts has become virtually a datum of the problem 
rarely doubted since the older studies of Harnack and Hawkins. For the attempt 
by Clark to attribute Luke and Acts to different writers see Chap. 2, pp. 30-32. 

19 Those who hold a view of this type include some who for various reasons feel 
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considerations, it is not clear that a more complex argument is saying 
anything which may not be included in (1), if we allow for 
uncertainty in the processes of composition. And there is a stronger 
point against the (2) formulation. If it is really saying anything 
distinctive it is that there is a shift in focus from the essence of the 
case to the reproduction of a putative personal source without 
altering the pronouns. How is a reader to understand the pronouns? 
Surely rather as saying ‘I was there’ than as ‘I am using my diary’. 
The former is more natural and pointed. If the latter is true, the 
former is being implicitly claimed. Thus (2) tends to collapse into (1), 
and the use of ‘we’ involves the claim to personal participation.20 

The case (3) may include a variety of opinions, but in its simple 
form poses a similar difficulty. Why should the writer have preserved 
mechanically the inappropriate pronouns from a narrative by a 
different, unidentified person? It is a phenomenon oddly out of step 
with the smooth ‘Lukan’ unity we have observed, and is hard to 
square with arguments for redaction. And how could the reader 
understand it, if not as a claim, true or false, to authorial 
participation? As an indicator of the limits of a distinctive source it is 
otherwise rather a mystification, for there is no clue by which the 
reader may take the point. In fact a sophisticated view of this kind 
requires a special literary explanation of the pronoun. In this respect 
(3) and (4) fall together, differing essentially over the issue whether or 
not a special explanation of the pronoun serves to demarcate a 
discrete source-unit. This part of our inquiry in fact resolves itself into 
the question whether the first person is to be understood literally or 
as a special literary device. The answer to that is not simplistically 
obliged to date Acts at some distance from the events of its last chapters. The use 
of a diary is then an understandable aide-mémoire. There have also been the 
questions posed by the ‘proto-Luke’ hypothesis of the Gospel, and the two 
editions of Acts, if we may so consider the different versions presented by the 
Alexandrian and Western texts. In the latter case the arguments of Blass and 
Zahn for two Lukan recensions of Acts have persuaded few. There may in fact be 
some advantage in looking for a more complex hypothesis if it is necessary to 
account for a lapse of time. If this is not considered a crucial factor, it may prove 
gratuitous. 
20 Some have sought a Biblical antecedent in Ezra (7:28; etc.), but the use of the 
first person in this section is part of a complex series of literary, critical and his- 
torical problems. It will not suffice to cite so difficult a case as a parallel when 
clearer parallels are lacking. In any case the use of the pronoun in Ezra functions 
differently and belongs to a date and literary setting considerably different from 
that of Acts. If it be argued that the reminiscence is a deliberate following of a 
Biblical model, one can only repeat the ostensible difference of context and func- 
tion as rendering an imitation hypothesis implausible. 
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aligned with the answer to the fundamental question of historicity, 
but it is a focal point of approach to one of the avenues leading into 
the heart of that problem. Authorial participation would actually 
bring sections of Acts into the ‘primary’ evidence category, in the 
Knoxian sense, but does not simplistically close in their favour the 
question of historical value. Conversely, if the first two options are 
rejected, it is not thereby proved that the passages, being ‘secondary’, 
are without historical value. Knox's kind of analysis is too simplistic 
and dogmatic. But when careful qualifications are made, the ‘we- 
passages’ are likely to prove a very helpful guiding thread in the 
recurring task of discriminating between the ostensible and the 
reinterpreted. It is another case of choice between straightforward 
and special interpretations. 

Our first task will be to consider the viability of various literary 
explanations. These seem to be classifiable under four headings, of 
which the second in particular, may comprehend a variety of 
hypotheses of a related type. 

(a) The ‘we-passages’ should be explained as the writer's device 
for indicating an ultimate eyewitness source. 

(b) The device is to be understood as a secondary or redactional 
signal to draw special attention to the passage, as vivid, or important, 
or ‘typical’. 

(c) This device is a literary convention applied specially to a sea- 
voyage narrative genre, without any suggestion of the writer's 
personal participation in the voyage. 

(d) The ‘we-passages’ are used in order to (falsely) claim personal 
participation. 


(a) represents a more sophisticated explanation of the second 
option above, suggesting that the unassimilated ‘we’ of a source was 
not merely left anomalously unedited, but deliberately retained as an 
indicator to the reader. It seems open to the same type of objection, 
perhaps even in greater degree. It is not clear how the reader is 
expected to get the message. The reader will naturally take the point 
in its direct sense, that the writer himself is claiming to have been 
there, by-passing this refinement. The case is not saved by parallels 
purporting to prove the existence of a literary convention of this more 
elaborate kind. Nock, a writer sceptical towards Dibelius' defence of 
Lukan authorship, if himself a hesitant convert to that position, and a 
formidable authority on the ancient literature, knew ‘only one 
possible parallel for the emphatic use of a questionable “we” in 
consecutive narrative outside literature which is palpably fictional’.?! 


21 Nock, Essays 2.827-28. 
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Even that one case is keenly debated, and in other suggested 
instances the ‘we’ is almost certainly that of an eyewitness. In fact this 
option tends again to resolve itself into a simpler and more direct 
recognition of an eyewitness claim, however mediated through diary 
or notes. 

(b) Views of this kind are characteristic of the Dibelius School. 
Dibelius himself, in isolating the ‘itinerary’ source from any organic 
link with the ‘we-passages’, regards the latter as secondary and 
redactional. Some of them happen to overlap with parts of the 
‘itinerary’, but in Acts 27-28 the whole passage is a secular literary 
structure, with inserted references to Paul, the ‘we’ indicating that 
Luke was there, without apparently inhibiting his freedom of literary 
composition.22 The problem with this approach is again in the 
difficulty of finding satisfactory parallels for the supposed literary 
practices. Unless something specific can be shown, it is hard to 
overcome the ostensible difficulty that the reader is given no clue to 
what the critic supposes to have been in the author's mind. 

(c) The most elaborately expounded and defended view of a 
literary explanation of the ‘we-passages’ is contained in the recent 
articles of V.K. Robbins.23 Robbins seeks to isolate a narrative genre 
for sea-voyages, as being conventionally rendered in the first person 
plural, and cites extensive examples from ancient literature alleged to 
be in support of his contention. I have discussed Robbins’ views 
extensively in a recent article, and need not repeat here more than the 
gist of that argument.24 His examples are not necessarily 
representative, nor are they always taken correctly in context, nor are 
they subject to control, nor do they prove the conclusions he draws 
from them. These criticisms are especially applicable to the instances 
he offers as the most precise parallels with Acts. (i) In the Voyage of 
Hanno 1-3 the two opening sentences are in the third person, and the 
remainder of the document in the first plural.25 But the opening is a 


22 Dibelius, Studies, pp. 107, 136, 205-206; cf. Haenchen, ‘“We” in Acts’. See 
further p. 313, n. 17. 

23 V.K. Robbins, ‘The We-Passages in Acts and Ancient Sea-Voyages’, BibRes 20 
(1975), pp. 5-18; ‘By Land and By Sea: The We-Passages and Ancient Sea Voy- 
ages’, Perspectives on Luke-Acts, ed. C.H. Talbert (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1978), 
pp. 215-42. 

24 CJ. Hemer, ‘First Person Narrative in Acts 27-28’, TB 36 (1985), pp. 79-109. I 
am grateful to Professor C.K. Barrett for his kindness in letting me see the type- 
script of his paper on ‘Paul Shipwrecked’ in the Festschrift for A.T. Hanson 
which includes a valuable critical discussion of Robbins’ view. (({Ed.] B.P. 
Thompson, ed., Scripture and Meaning— Essays presented to Anthony Tyrrell Hanson 
{Hull University Press, 1987], pp. 51-64.) 

25 The text will be found in GGM, 1.1-14. 
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formal heading which gives the explorer's commissioning, and it 
should be printed as a prefatory paragraph, as it is by its editor, and 
not as part of a continuous undifferentiated narrative, as it is in 
Robbins’ rendering.26 In any case the narrative is presented as the 
report on an actual voyage under the command of the author. (ii) In 
the case of the fragmentary papyrus narration of some incidents in 
the Third Syrian War, Robbins takes his citation out of its (mutilated) 
context.27 Enough is preserved to show that the text contains a 
narrative of conflict between ‘us’ and ‘them’, the Ptolemies and the 
Seleucids, narrated by a participant on the Ptolemaic side. Robbins 
contrasts what ‘they’ do on land and ‘we’ by sea, but, in fact, the 
sentence preceding tells what ‘they’ (the enemy) did by sea. Clearly, 
the use of ‘we’ has to do with the identity of the actors and not with 
the nautical setting. (iii) The Antiochene Acts of Ignatius is the most 
difficult case, and does certainly contain an abrupt and unmarked 
shift to the first person plural in mid-course (as it were).28 J.B. 
Lightfoot is severe on this document, which seems to be both 
composite and late. The ‘we-passage’ comes in during a sea-voyage, 
and extends beyond it. Awkward as it is, it seems to mark out 
Ignatius from companions who include the narrator. And it is 
precisely the ‘we-section’, allied to an eyewitness profession and to its 
intrinsic plausibility and lack of the demonstrable blunders apparent 
elsewhere, which leads Lightfoot to entertain the possibility that this 
part contains authentic tradition. In any case the document as a 
whole does not further Robbins’ thesis. As it is probably both late and 
composite, it is at best uncertain material for arguing literary 
intention. And, as it stands, the preceding part of the voyage is 
rendered in the third person, and the change of pronoun comes in the 
wrong place. Robbins’ many other examples are open to criticism on 
various similar grounds, and it is unnecessary to repeat the 
discussion of them.29 


26 The text begins oe KapynSovlois “Avuwva mretv Ew Dmdav ‘Hpakdelwv 
.. kal &tdevoe. The first sentence of the actual narrative has the verb émAetoapev. 
This document, whose authenticity seems not to be disputed, is evidently a ren- 
dering of a Punic original. 

27 First published by J.P. Mahaffy, The Flinders Petrie Papyri (Dublin: Academy 
House, 1893), 2, No. 45, pp. 145-49. There is an improved text in L. Mitteis and U. 
Wilcken, Grundztige und Chrestomathie der Papyruskunde, Vol. 2, Part 1 (Leipzig: 
Teubner, 1912), No. 1, pp. 1-7. The account deals with the events of 246 BC. 

28 J.B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers Part 2, Vol. 2 (London: Macmillan, 2nd 
edn, 1889), pp. 477-95 (text and commentary), pp. 575-79 (translation), pp. 383-91 
(critical discussion). 

29 See Hemer, ‘First Person Narrative’, pp. 81-86. The examples are of widely 
diverse kinds. The first person narratives of the Odyssey and the Aeneid are part 
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Nothing said here disposes of the fact that voyage-narratives are 
often couched in the ‘we-form’, but this is a natural tendency dictated 
by the situation. Such accounts are indeed often in the first person, 
because they recall personal experience, and plural because they 
recall communal experience. That tendency is as true of colloquial 
English as of literary Greek (or Latin), but it is no proof of the 
existence of a literary style appropriate to what was not personal 
experience. If the narrative is fiction anyhow (as in Lucian, Achilles 
Tatius or Heliodorus) the ‘we’ still functions naturally within the 
dramatic dimension of the fiction. Indeed, the examples discussed by 
Robbins are drawn from widely differing genres (in a more usual 
sense of that word), and the notion that an exclusively defined 
Gattung can be isolated by simple or composite verbal or syntactical 
criteria across a wide variety of prose and poetry of different types 
and languages is inherently suspect. Robbins’ paradigm does not 
work, and cannot be used to draw larger conclusions about the 
narrative of Acts 27-28. 

(d) The suggestion that the ‘we-passages’ embody a false claim to 
personal participation seems a stronger alternative than any of the 
preceding. It involves no special explanation. Where others postulate 
literary practices which we cannot satisfactorily parallel but by which 
nobody then, it seems, was deceived, this requires only a straight 
reading of the ostensible significance of the pronoun, subject to a 
realization that its implied claim is false, and that its intention was to 
deceive. The whole question, of course, cannot be reduced to a 
simplistic, monolithic choice between truthfulness and deceit. We 
of a ‘flashback’ technique in the larger structure of the poems, not limited specifi- 
cally to sea-voyages. Similar techniques are employed in the fictional narratives 
of the first person in Hellenistic romance (Achilles Tatius, Heliodorus), in satiri- 
cal fantasy (Lucian's True Story) or in personal anecdote in oratory (Dio Chry- 
sostom). In each case the pronouns fulfill their natural function, and the first 
person plural sections are coterminous not with a voyage, but with the narrator's 
inclusion in a group. In Ovid's lament in exile (Tristia 1.2) first persons singular 
and plural are mingled metri gratia in maritime and none-maritime contexts 
alike, but the meaning in every case is ‘Il’. The geographical compilers in GGM 
on whom Robbins also relies relapse on occasion into an ‘authorial’ first person, 
or refer to ‘our time’ (the present) or ‘our sea’ (the Mediterranean) in otherwise 
impersonal catalogues of places and distances. These phenomena are trivial, na- 
tural and unpretentious, and do not suffice as parallels for a supposedly signifi- 
cant usage in Acts. They grade rather into the cases where a less literate writer 
(or stone cutter) may be unable to sustain a formal self-reference in the third per- 
son, and slips incongruously into the first. Thus in confession texts: (6 8€ds) 
éxoAdoeto alti ... al éxédevoev ... Kataypdar éyautdv [sic] ls tmnpectav 
Tos Beois (CMRDM 1, pp. 30-31, No. 47, of Ayazviran, Lydia, AD 118-19). 
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must have a sense of caution and respect for those who for 
chronological or redactional reasons feel obliged to remove the final 
Lukan redaction from the ‘we-source’ and to make the best of the 
literary difficulty this causes. But this difficulty is not a necessary one, 
and if in fact Acts is to be dated earlier than they might require, the 
objections to a simpler hypothesis tend to evaporate. This last 
alternative highlights the real clash of opinion, whether ‘we’ really 
represents a participant writer or source, at however many removes 
you will, or a pseudo-authentication of an unaccredited document. 
The argument that the latter could have been produced by acceptable 
literary practices seems to have worn exceedingly threadbare. You 
may insist at least that there was no intention to deceive, and I take 
your word for it. But when we are asking the question of historicity, 
which we must ask, we have to ask not only of the literary morality of 
our author but about the credentials of the evidence he purports to 
provide. And the discussion of the literary questions has often been 
allowed to blur or foreclose that issue, the more so in scholars whose 
positions seem to shift confusingly between literary explanations and 
an implicit, unargued historical scepticism.30 In fact option (d) is not 
often put so bluntly as an option at all. Yet Fusco (p. 80) goes so far as 
to suggest that it is the only real alternative to the tradition. It is 
certainly the point which opens the sharpest dichotomy of opinion 
for our own question of historicity, and diverse literary explanations 
tend to be subsumed as qualifications to one side or other of the 
dichotomy. 

There is a widespread academic tradition which justifies 
pseudonymity but ours is not even a case of pseudonymity, but of 
anonymity. The writer does not claim an identity, but implies a 
participation, and in the most restrained terms. The conventional 
defence of pseudepigraphy, itself questionable, is not exactly 
applicable here. If our author is implying an unjustified claim, the 
very fact has far-reaching implications for our estimate of him as a 
writer, and a precarious defence of him as using supposedly 
acceptable practices of his day will not suffice to rehabilitate him 
when we ask the crucial question how we may value him from our 
own perspective. 

Option (d) has however been defended by some. Overbeck, 
accepting that the first person indicated that the writer was using a 
source, though very freely, explains its retention as due to a 
deliberate attempt to pass himself off as a companion of Paul, 
probably the traditional Luke.31 Conzelmann and Lindemann see the 


30 Cf. p. 313, n. 17. 
31 Introduction, pp. 43, 52-53 in Zeller, Contents and Origin, Vol. 1. Note 
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“we-passages’ as heavily reworked, and not at all close to the 
events.32 

The difficulties in this view are evident. (i) If the writer were 
attempting to carry conviction by inserting an implicit eyewitness 
claim, why did he do this sporadically? If the claim was true, this is 
natural enough, for his presence was sporadic. But it would have 
been remarkably disingenuous in a redactor.33 (ii) Why did he make 
his claim so inconspicuously? The pseudepigrapher might be 
expected to make his point much more emphatically, to ensure that 
his reader could not miss it.34 (iii) This issue leads us back into the 
crucial centre of the debate, the question what kind of writer Luke 
was, and whether or not his claims are likely to be justified by the 
larger evaluation of the evidence he provides. This matter again 
seems too often to be prejudged negatively on strongly held 
assumptions about Luke's distance from Paul. But this is once more 
the very point of debate. We must at least give weight to 
complementary aspects of the evidence. 

We may conclude by stressing afresh the choice posed by the 
ostensible claim of the author to have been a participant. Alternatives 
to admitting that claim involve their own difficulties. It may be 
thought that the necessities of the case entail accepting those 
difficulties, but it remains a crucial question whether or not (in 
principle, with whatever qualification is thought to be required) the 
‘we-passages’ have an eyewitness origin. That issue must be judged 
from the evidence. 


The Meaning of the ‘We-Passages’: Internal Evidence 


It will be the purpose of this section to begin addressing the evidence 
for Luke's purpose and practice. This will involve in part the drawing 
together and application of several strands of evidence discussed in 
earlier chapters, together with some discussion of Luke's stated 
principles in his own Preface. It is with the terminology of the Preface 
that we must begin. 

The word atrétms (Lk. 1:2) is commonly rendered ‘eyewitness’. 
however the difficulty of sorting out the conflicting contributions of de Wette 
and Overbeck to this work (see Gasque, History of Criticism, p. 81n). There is no 
question that this more sceptical view belongs to Overbeck. 
32H. Conzelmann and A. Lindemann, Arbeitsbuch zum Neuen Testament 
(Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 2nd edn, 1976), pp. 272-73. Cf. also G. Ltidemann, Paul, 
pp. 25-29 = Paulus 1.52-53. 

33 Cf. Kiimmel, Introduction, p. 184. 
34 Cf. van Unnik in Kremer, p. 42. 
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The question is raised whether this and other expressions in the 
Preface throw any light on the ‘we-passages’. The immediate 
response here is negative, for Luke makes no claim here to have been 
himself avtémt™ms, but says he received material from ‘avtémTai and 
ministers of the word’. We may allow that he is referring here 
principally, if not entirely, to his sources for the Gospel, for which in 
any case the question of eyewitness participation does not arise. 
Another question is however raised by the verb tapakodovOeiv in Lk. 
1:3. Cadbury has repeatedly stressed the importance of this word, as 
implying a strong claim, more to participation than to mere 
inquiry.35 But this interpretation too is indecisive. It attempts to 
prove too much, for it involves the supposition that Luke is making a 
claim, primarily for the Gospel, which is appropriate only to the latter 
half of the sequel. It is of interest that the actual usage of the verb 
tends to support Cadbury.36 But the implication is not to be pressed 
here. The verb may rightly be taken at least as a claim to have 
undertaken close and careful research, itself a point of importance. 
There is now a most important study of the word avtémmms in the 
work of Loveday Alexander on Luke's Preface.37 Alexander 
distinguishes generalized uses of the word from those places where it 
carries a methodological force, and shows how its literary usage 
developed. In some cases, she suggests, it may be less strictly 
‘eyewitness’ (dptus) than ‘inspector on the scene of the crime’. Its 
background is often geographical, and allied to a Herodotean concept 
of history written by the travelling investigator, an idea taken up 
especially in Polybius. She lists all available occurrences of the word 
in surviving Greek, literary and non-literary, and this permits a 
careful determination of the exact force of the word in terms of its 
specific semantic oppositions. In many contexts it is precisely 
‘eyewitness’. Yet you cannot necessarily prearrange to witness 
unexpected events or to choose to be present at those whose 


35 HJ. Cadbury, ‘The Knowledge Claimed in Luke's Preface’, Expos 8th ser. 24 
(1922), pp. 401-20; BC 2.501-502; ‘“We” and “I” Passages in Luke-Acts’, NTS 3 
(1956-57), pp. 128-32. 

36 See MM pp. 485-86, referring inter alia to Cadbury's two earlier statements 
of his case. The strength of his point here must be acknowledged; he is emphatic 
against the conventional ‘investigative’ view: ‘It is nearly as difficult to find any 
modern protest against it as to find any ancient evidence to support it’ (Cadbury, 
‘Knowledge Claimed’, p. 408). 

37 Originally in her Oxford D.Phil. thesis L.C.A. Alexander, Luke-Acts in its 
Contemporary Setting with Special Reference to the Prefaces (Luke 1:1-4 and Acts 1:1) 
(Oxford, 1977). See now her article ‘Luke's Preface in the Context of Greek 
Preface-Writing’, NovT 28 (1986), pp. 48-74. Her work is due to be published in 
the SNTS Monograph series. 
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significance only appears in retrospect. Alexander emphasizes the 
very close connection of thought between empiricist medicine and 
some types of historiography: the bulk of all occurrences of abtém™s 
and its cognates are in a historian, Polybius, and a medical writer, 
Galen. In fact she tends to find the closest parallels for Luke's Preface 
in the Greek scientific writers rather than the historians. 

Conclusions cannot be pressed at this stage, but some interim 
observations may be offered. The conjunction between medicine and 
some types of historiography is an interesting one, capable of wider 
illustration. Thus a classic description of the symptoms of the plague 
in classical Athens is given by a historian who practised an exacting 
standard of critical observation (Thuc. 2.48-50), and a tombstone of 
Smyrna records a select bibliography of the deceased, an otherwise 
forgotten doctor, medical writer and historian Hermogenes, with 77 
medical works to his credit, as well as books on Roman and local 
history (CIG 2.3311 = IGRR 4.1445). In fact medicine might have 
some link with history just where attowla is a concept significant for 
both, as medicine was otherwise seen as cognate with philosophy. 
But these cultural connections are merely illustrative, and prove 
nothing. Luke's language just gives a prima facie impression of 
claiming to offer rigorous standards of research analogous with those 
professed by avowedly scientific disciplines. But its similarities with 
the language of such as Josephus need to be acknowledged, and we 
may doubt whether the preface amounts to much more than a literary 
convention.38 Arguments of the significance of literary parallels in 
the forms or content of prefaces are interesting, but we must evaluate 
Luke and Josephus differently on other grounds. After all these 
cautions, we must repeat that Luke does not claim in his preface to be 
atrémns, but only to have received material from atrémtat.39 

There is a vast literature on the Lukan preface, and our present 
concern is narrowly defined by our investigation of the author's 
implied claim to have been an eyewitness participant in parts of Acts. 
There are two points where the debate impinges, in the suggestion 
that the preface is akin to those of eyewitness historians or technical 


38 Cf. Lk. 1:1-4 with the very similar language of Jos. Ap. 1.10.53-55, where 
axa Bas, TapnkodrovenKéta Tots yeyovdow and a’témms are conjoined, and with 
1.23.218. The prefaces are less evidently parallel, but cf. the allusion to Td dxpiBés 
in Jos. BJ 1.1.1.2. While Josephus is indispensable when used critically, I am not 
disposed to value his claims highly at face value. It would be ironical if doubts 
over Josephus appeared unjustly to impugn Luke's use of the same phraseology. 
39 [Ed.] Cf. J.W. Scott, ‘Luke's Preface and the Synoptic Problem’, unpublished 
Ph.D. thesis, St. Andrews, 1986, who argues from a detailed study of the preface 
that Luke used no written sources. 
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writers, and in other items of the preface's language (doddieta, 
Tapakodovveeiv, etc.). 

Most of the arguments from literary parallels are of doubtful 
importance. They are apt to measure by mechanical criteria, whether 
of form or content, within too narrow a field of comparison to 
establish effective controls. This is precisely the difficulty with the 
arguments of V.K. Robbins40 for a biographical model and those of 
T. Callan41 for comparison with a new style of historiography 
reviving Thucydides, to note but two recent studies of this kind. 
There is better ground for studies which have combined a broader 
range of evidence with more cautious conclusions, as, for instance, 
W.C. van Unnik42 and L. Alexander. There is much to be said for 
Alexander's contention that Luke's opening was dictated by an 
‘unconscious’ or ‘fairly instinctive’ adherence to the kind of technical 
manuals with which he was probably familiar, that this was no self- 
conscious signal to his readers about the kind of book his Gospel was 
to be, but exhibits rather ‘a nexus of parallels which add up to a 
family resemblance’ (with scientific prefaces).43 He is a natural 
exponent of a ‘““Zwischenprosa”, literate but not literary’ (Alexander, 
‘Luke's Preface’, p. 61), designed primarily for conveying factual 
information. None of this is to be treated as a back-door way back to 
‘Luke the physician’, nor does Alexander present it as such. Nor does 
it support self-conscious literary affinity with any of the diverse 
schools of Greek historiography. In the opposite direction, it should 
also be noted that even if Luke's cultural presuppositions were 
absorbed more informally, diverse cultural ideals of history were 
current, and it still makes sense to ask at what he was aiming and 
how well he succeeded. 

Extensive debate has focused on other key words in the Preface, 
especially tapnkodovénkéTt dvwhev, kaTnxHSns and dodddetav. Van 
Unnik makes the interesting point that there seems to have been no 
great dispute in antiquity about their meaning, and no suggestion 


40 V.K. Robbins, ‘Prefaces in Greco-Roman Biography and Luke-Acts’, SBL 
Seminar Papers 1978, Vol. 2, ed. P. Achtemeier (Missoula, Montana: Scholars 
Press, 1978), pp. 193-207. Cf. discussion of Talbert in Chapter 2, pp. 37-39. 

41 Terrance Callan, ‘The Preface of Luke-Acts and Historiography’, NTS 31 
(1985), pp. 576-81. A further problem here is that Callan finds his examples for a 
new concern with historical truth in writers whose practice is diverse. The 
deficiencies of Sallust and of Josephus have already been remarked. The group as 
a whole is a mixed bag, not simply comparable with Thucydides or Polybius. 

42 W.C. van Unnik, ‘Remarks on the Purpose of Luke's Historical Writing (Luke 
i 1-4)’, Sparsa Collecta (NovT Supp 29 [1973]), pp. 6-15; ‘Once More St. Luke's 
Prologue’, Neotestamentica 7 (1973), pp. 7-26. 

43 Alexander, ‘Luke's Preface’, pp. 64-65. 


Chapter 8 The Authorship and Sources of Acts 325 


then that they were felt to be ambiguous.44 Rather, he suggests, 
modern interpreters are inclined to forget Lk. 1:1-4 as soon as they 
proceed to Lk. 1:5ff.45 The trend of these remarks is to deter the 
attitude of scepticism which battens on over-subtlety in denying that 
Luke means what he appears to say. Of tapaxodov0eiv we have 
written above (see pp. 322; 98-99), declining to press it as far as the 
evidence of usage might perhaps permit. The starting-point for 
consideration of the other terms must be Cadbury's commentary on 
the Preface in BC 2.489-510. His cautions against reading too precise 
an implication into the passage are salutary, yet his own word-by- 
word analysis seems to accumulate variants rather than limiting them 
by their semantic context. If after all the author's lofty pretensions are 
no more than a literary convention, the effort to categorize them 
might seem wasted. Some selective comment is called for, to give 
Luke's statements their reasonable weight, without overplaying the 
hand. It sometimes appears, for instance, that modern writers are 
inclined to read in over-subtle theological implications which make 
Luke answer questions belonging to our time, not his.46 For example, 
Cadbury's contention that katnx78ns implies hostile misinformation, 
and that Theophilus was an influential non-Christian to be disabused 
of misunderstandings is an nuance that is due more to modern argu- 
ments about the purpose of Acts than to first century usage of the 
term.47 When extraneous considerations are excluded, we are still 
left with a claim involving doddde.a and dkpiBds, which it seems best 
to take with tapnkoAovOnkéT.48 A further point is the association of 


44 Van Unnik, ‘Once More’, p. 9. The problem, if problem there is, lies not in 
Luke's ambiguity of expression, but in his different cultural presuppositions. 

45 Van Unnik, ‘Once More’, p. 9. 

46 Thus perhaps IJ. du Plessis, ‘Once More: The Purpose of Luke's Prologue (Lk. 
1 1-4)’, NovT 16 (1974), pp. 259-71. In rendering do¢ddeva as ‘certainty’ or ‘relia- 
bility’ on the basis of New Testament usage, he insists that not only ‘the historical 
veracity’ but also Luke's ‘theological reflection’ is important to this dodddeta: 
‘Luke fits historical facts into his theological schema to suit his purpose and does 
so without having any objections to claim his narrative as a true report’ (p. 270). I 
have no problem with this conjunction of history with theology, though I should 
formulate it rather differently. Yet one cannot escape the feeling that these are du 
Plessis's reflections rather than Luke's. 

47 Cadbury is non-committal in his first discussion of the word in BC 2.508-509, 
but inclines to the negative view, and a more apologetic thrust for Luke's work in 
view of (unspecified) passages in Acts (BC 2.510). But usage seems not to favour 
this nuance, and the question of context here is projected into the larger arena of 
the purpose of Acts. Cf. Jos. Vita 65.366 (‘inform you of much not generally 
known’). See further note 49 below. 

48 So J.M. Creed, The Gospel according to St. Luke (London: Macmillan, 1942), p. 
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the term dvw6ev with the same participle, though again we shall not 
press as an equivalence the apparent parallelism with dm’ dpxfis in 
the preceding clause. Even a restrained interpretation of the whole 
sentence implies a claim at least to personal investigation of events 
going back to the ministry of Jesus. daddeia is a focus of debate here. 
Cadbury argues again from the associations of words in Lukan 
usage,49 to link this word with the accusation context of Td dadahés 
in Acts 21:34; 22:30; 25:26 to mean ‘the facts’ (as opposed to misin- 
formation and slander) rather than the ‘trustworthiness’ of a message 
received, a view consonant with seeing a strongly apologetic thrust in 
the double work.50 But this sharply antithetical background is 
doubtful, and it seems wiser to follow van Unnik in understanding 
the term as ‘certainty’,5! the guarantee of the truth Theophilus had 
heard from preceding, but not contrary, sources. 

Differing judgments on these intricate exegetical points are equally 
supportive, if on slightly shifting ground, of the general contention 
that the preface embodies an important claim to reliable reporting. 
And here its first person pronouns are in point. The question may be 
raised whether these in any sense anticipate the ‘we-passages’ or 
otherwise bear on the question of authorship. In the preface, 
however, the first person plurals ({yiv in Lk. 1:1, 2) are of unspecific 
reference, and the author designates himself by the singular (kdpol, 
Lk. 1:3), a natural usage resumed in étrotnodpny in Acts 1:1. qpiv in 
Lk. 1:1 presumably denotes the Christian community generally, with 
which the author identifies himself. The question is then whether 
tiv in v. 2 must be refined to apply to Christians ‘of our generation’, 
as recipients of a tradition of earlier origin. Such a view might serve 
as prima facie cause to move Luke from participation at an early date. 
There is no need to argue for a rigid consistency in the application of 
such inclusive pronouns. Equally, they do not mark a contrast here. 
Both are generalized, and indeed we should not press other aspects of 
the wording of this sentence into rigid antitheses where these seem 
not to have been intended.52 


5, ad loc. 

49 See here Cadbury, ‘The Purpose Expressed in Luke's Preface’, Expos 8th ser. 
21 (1921), pp. 431-41. 

50 This view was challenged by F.H. Colson, ‘Notes on St. Luke's Preface’, JTS 
24 (1923), pp. 300-309, who criticizes Cadbury's understanding of kaTnx\éns and 
makes a distinction between f} dopddeta as abstract and 1d dodadés as concrete. 
J.H. Ropes, ‘St Luke's Preface: dapddeta and mapaxodouGeiv’, JTS 25 (1924), pp. 
67-71 supports Cadbury on these words, and concurs with his stress on the signi- 
ficance of the preface with regard to the double work, including Acts. 

51 Van Unnik, Sparsa Collecta, pp. 13-14. 

52 So rightly Cadbury, ‘The Knowledge Claimed in Luke's Preface’, pp. 412-14: 


Chapter 8 The Authorship and Sources of Acts 327 


Cadbury and Ropes both stress the applicability of the Preface to 
the double Lukan work, and its importance as a background to the 
otherwise abrupt ‘we-passages’.53 Luke is acknowledging both 
literary predecessors and oral tradition, while stressing his own 
qualification to write because of his close contact with events (if méo.v 
is neuter) from an early stage.54 He is thus enabled to provide 
‘confirmation’ of the truth in which Theophilus has been instructed. 
He is not criticizing his predecessors, but rather focusing on his own 
opportunities to provide fresh corroboration. He is not pointedly 
separating himself from the avténtat, but affirming the church's debt 
to them, perhaps with the climactic events of Jesus’ ministry 
particularly in mind. The thrust of the clauses in this carefully 
structured sentence is cumulative rather than antithetical (cf. kaOuw¢ 
.. 50€€ kdpol), and Luke's slight ambivalence about his own 
qualifications (cf. the uncertainty of application in tapnkodovinkétt 
dvatev tdotv) is in keeping with his generally self-effacing character 
elsewhere. He will not highlight the claim ‘I was avtémms’, when this 
applied in any case only to events late in the sequel and not the 
bedrock facts about Jesus which were foundational to the tradition, 
but his use of tapaxodov€eiv (even if we still hesitate to follow 
Cadbury closely on this) may rather hint at this connotation than 
exclude it. Most interpreters seem to approach this preface with the 
idea that Luke is making a large claim which may not be true, as it 
was a frequent literary convention to make boastful professions 
sometimes belied in the practice. But careful rereading of the passage 
imparts a different feeling, that his self-reference is limited to a 
parenthetical, four-word, participial phrase in an oblique case, as no 
more than the briefest justification of his purpose in writing.55 The 
extant literary parallels are not characterized by this extreme personal 
reserve. He is drawn into his unobtrusively worded claim only by the 
need to assure his reader of his credentials. And yet the implications 
of that claim are still large, even if, in Luke's own spirit, we interpret 


‘not ... exclusive contrasts but inclusive comparisons’, p. 414. 

53 Cadbury, ‘Knowledge Claimed’, p. 414; Ropes, ‘St Luke's Preface’, pp. 70-71. 
54 Our paraphrase intentionally leaves the force of tapakohovdetvy somewhat 
open, without necessarily affirming or denying an ‘eyewitness’ interpretation of 
it, and certainly not building an argument on any such assumption in either di- 
rection. While taking Cadbury's emphatic point that the word does not mean 
‘investigate’, the fact of investigation cannot be excluded from the possible 
connotation of what may be taken as a more inclusive and less specific term. 

55 In the general desire to do justice to all the debatable terms of the statement, 
the narrow limits and parenthetical character of the actual self-reference are 
easily overlooked. This personal phrase stands out in clearer isolation when we 
recognize the generalized reference of the repeated tiv. 
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them cautiously. There are two obvious confirmatory arguments for 
this view. (1) psychologically, a writer making conventional boasts to 
advertise his wares will make the most of his personal claims. It 
would be too improbable to posit a writer so disingenuous as to 
insinuate false credentials through his reluctance to press them.5¢ (2) 
This understanding of Luke provides a natural background for the 
unobtrusiveness of the ‘we-passages’, as the work of the same self- 
effacing reporter, and makes their abruptness the more easily 
understandable. It may of course be precisely the mark of a careful 
writer that he does not overstate, and sometimes.that involves a 
generalized, restrained or nuanced assertion of what a less cautious 
man would claim baldly. Luke was not an eyewitness of the focal 
events, and he covers his more complex pattern of access to written 
sources, oral tradition, research, and later personal involvement with 
a less specifically analysed claim. 

To offer such an impression as an appropriate reading of the case 
does not prove its truth, and an objector may differ, especially if he is 
already persuaded that Luke-Acts cannot be the work of an author so 
close to the events. But in that case he must interpret the Preface 
otherwise, as well as doing justice to the external evidence. I should 
not in fact press the nuances of my interpretation, but other variant 
exegeses offer approximations to similar (or stronger) claims for 
Luke. We turn next to the external evidence to help judge whether 
these claims are viable. 


56 Cf. 2 Cor. 10-12. Paul was despised by the Corinthians for not indulging in 
boasting. There is an interesting and important background in the contemporary 
practice of rhetoric, and it is an intriguing question how Paul (or Luke) related to 
it. See E.A. Judge, ‘Paul's Boasting in Relation to Contemporary Professional 
Practice’, ABR 16 (1968), pp. 37-50; C. Forbes, ‘Comparison, Self-Praise and 
Irony: Paul's Boasting and the Conventions of Hellenistic Rhetoric’, NTS 32 
(1986), pp. 1-30. There is an interesting cultural diversity observable today in the 
contrast between the remarkable modesty of the opening words of such a British 
writer as G.B. Caird, The Language and Imagery of the Bible (London: Duckworth, 
1980) and the bold claims of many American writers. The quality of the work in 
either case bears almost no relation to the self-projection, and reviewers misread 
the difference in presentation at their peril. For the idea that Paul actually 
rejected cultural conventions espoused by some other Christians see Judge, ‘The 
Reaction against Classical Education in the New Testament’, Journal of Christian 
Education 77 (1983), pp. 7-14, esp. p. 11 ff. Cf. also Judge, ‘Cultural Conformity 
and Innovation in Paul: Some Clues from Contemporary Documents’, TB 35 
(1984), pp. 12-15. To stress Paul's self-effacement as a rejection of contemporary 
values by no means proves that the like was true of Luke, but at least this pro- 
vides an explanation worthy of consideration. 
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It may seem anomalous to turn to the text of Acts itself, and 
especially Acts 27-28, in order to discuss the external evidence. We 
begin therefore with a brief explanation of the sense in which the 
term is intended. Hitherto we have been concerned with the possible 
interpretations of Luke's own claims. Here we turn to his practice, 
and it is at this point that various categories of external evidence 
impinge upon our understanding of the text and help us further to 
discriminate between alternatives. It is in that sense that ‘external’ 
evidence becomes crucial to what is still essentially the study of 
Luke's own writing. 

Acts 27-28 is a key passage. It may be felt on general grounds that 
this narrative is vivid and circumstantial, and carries conviction. Such 
an impression is no doubt widely shared, and is not to be despised. 
But it will not of itself resolve the objections which have been made 
against the idea of Luke's participation in the event. Redactional 
objections on this plane may hold either that the whole narrative is a 
literary creation incorporating typical themes of voyage and ship- 
wreck;,57 or, if its individual circumstantiality is acknowledged, that 
the references to Paul (if not also the implicit ones to Luke) have been 
interpolated with it.58 

The former version of the objection is hard to sustain, and the 
detailed evidence must be deemed fatal to it. It seems apparent even 
at first sight that the detailed accounts of winds and weather, the 
correct placing of ports, and the natural association of the voyage 
with the ships and conditions of the Alexandrian corn-fleet, are too 
specific and circumstantial to be a mere assemblage of typical literary 
themes. Invention is not a serious option, apart at least from the 
experience of an actual voyage to serve as model. The evidence 
presented below will serve a fortiori to argue against sheer invention. 
The urging of literary genre and the like will do nothing to save this 
view. We have already observed the failure of Robbins’ hypothesis on 
these lines.59 


57 Thus e.g. P. Pokorny, ‘Die Romfahrt des Paulus und der antike Roman’, 
ZNW 64 (1973), pp. 233-44, seeing in the passage a polemic response adopting 
the form of the ‘mystery romance’. Cf. S.P. and MJ. Schierling, ‘The Influence of 
the Ancient Romances on Acts of the Apostles’, The Classical Bulletin 54 (1977-78), 
pp. 81-88. 

58 Thus e.g. W. Marxsen, Introduction, p. 168; H. Conzelmann, Apostel- 
geschichte, p. 6. 

59 Iam disquieted by the difficulty of laying to rest hypotheses which never had 
substantial foundation in the first place. A negative is hard to prove, but it is 
unfortunate when the landscape becomes littered with demonstrably mistaken 
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The more serious form of the objection is that which concedes the 
reality of such a voyage but argues that Luke and Paul are extraneous 
to it and might be removed from it without damage to the narrative. 
The implied presence of Luke is intended on this view to lend 
verisimilitude to a glorification of Paul upon a stage he never really 
trod. It is of course almost impossible formally to disprove such a 
negation as Conzelmann offers. But R.P.C. Hanson, in a 
characteristically fresh and provocative essay,60 shows that 
Conzelmann's methods, if applied to Thucydides, could on precisely 
similar grounds dismiss as improbable, tendentious and legendary a 
sea-voyage narrative ‘which every historian of the ancient world 
admits to be reliable, not only in substance but in detail’ (namely, 
Thuc. 6.1-61, Hanson, ‘Journey’, p. 318). In particular, ‘it is perfectly 
possible to detach all the incidents in which Nikias figures and still to 
leave the account of the expedition quite intact’ (p. 317). How could 
any mention of Paul have been made without such mention being 
detachable? He was a passenger, ‘and passengers are by definition 
detachable’ (p. 318). Yet even the story of Nikias' voyage does not, 
according to Hanson, give ‘as vivid and authentic an impression of 
historical truth’ as that of Paul (p. 318). 

Formal proof or disproof is not possible. But, conversely, when 
there are many progressive indications of the need to integrate the 
narrative with its ostensible historical situation and to link Luke with 
Paul at the times and places of the events, it may be claimed that the 
onus lies rather on the doubter to establish his case for breaking this 
integration. The essential evidence is contained in my surveys of 
detail in Chapters 4 and 5, and it remains here only to assess the 
bearing of such contextual materials on the criticism of our passage. 
The naming and placing of such rather obscure places as Lasaea and 
Cauda ought to be verified against contemporary epigraphical 
documents of those places rather than only against literary sources 
views which are nevertheless perpetuated and given fresh currency. I find my 
own words abstracted in a form which suggests I dispute that the Acts narrative 
was ‘characteristic of the ancient sea-voyage genre’ (NTA 30 [1986], p. 38 [my 
italics]) while implicitly conceding the existence of that entity. But my article dis- 
putes fundamentally the supposed evidence for talking at all in such terms, and I 
think no service is done by the gratuitous perpetuation of a concept whose only 
function, if it is indeed misconceived, is to confuse and darken counsel. That is 
what I was saying, however gently I should wish to do so. Ihave no wish for po- 
lemics, nor to criticize a scholar's hypothesis or an abstractor's precision. But 


there are times when progress depends on clearing mistaken cross-currents from 
the field of debate. 


60 R.P.C. Hanson, ‘The Journey of Paul and the Journey of Nikias. An Experi- 
ment in Comparative Historiography’, SE 4 (1968), pp. 315-18. 
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which may be inaccurate, or corrupted in transmission. We have 
offered documentary attestations of both, which, if not in situ (apart 
perhaps from the one fragment to Caudian Zeus), concern the 
external relations of both places, and evidently preserve the local, 
perhaps dialectal, forms.61 The sequence of Luke's narrative places 
both accurately. Cauda, for instance, is precisely where a ship driven 
helpless before an east-northeast wind from beyond the shelter of 
Cape Matala might gain brief respite for necessary manoeuvres and 
to set a more northward line of drift on the starboard tack. As the 
implications of such details are further explored, it becomes 
increasingly difficult to believe that they could have been derived 
from any contemporary reference work. In the places where we can 
compare, Luke fares much better than the encyclopaedist Pliny, who 
might be regarded as the foremost first-century example of such a 
source. Pliny places Cauda (Gaudos) opposite Hierapytna, some 
ninety miles too far east (NH 4.12.61). Even Ptolemy, who offers a 
reckoning of latitude and longitude, makes a serious dislocation to 
the northwest, putting Cauda too near the western end of Crete, ina 
position which would not suit the unstudied narrative of our text 
(Ptol. Geog. 3.15.8). 

Other examples of this kind could readily be assembled from the 
preceding material. The concurrence of epigraphic testimony to 
identified places with the topographical requirements of the 
incidental events of Acts is a bond not easily broken. Theological 
intention will not explain these details. As the accumulation and 
compounding of similar indications make alternative explanations 
progressively more difficult, it becomes exceedingly hard not to 
believe at least that the author had travelled this way himself. 

We can go a little further. Some of our indications reflect, in the 
same unobtrusive and unstudied way, the pressures, perils and 
climatic conditions of the end of the sailing season. Observations 
about the general organization of the corn-supply service are in point 
here no less than the specifics of winds and harbours on which our 
documents throw new light. The incidentals are too integrated to 
have suffered a shift of context, a double Sitz-im-Leben. We should 
have expected either a more self-conscious correctness, or an 
unconscious shift into vagueness, distortion or error. In fact those 
who make much of faults in this narrative do so on the grounds of 
what they consider to be inherent improbabilities, not upon specific 
and verifiable errors in a passage which lays itself peculiarly open to 


61 See above, p. 142 and cf. my full discussion in my ‘First Person Narrative’, 
TB 36 (1985), pp. 79-109 throughout this section. 
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verification on a number of relatively obscure details.62 

Further, it would seem Luke's experience was not that of expert 
nautical knowledge. The documents confirm the impression of a 
careful observer recording what happened, describing in layman's 
terms the measures taken by the crew for the ship's safety, without 
necessarily understanding the rationale of their actions, except as he 
made it his business to ask for information. He appreciated their 
obsessive fear of the Syrtes, the obvious peril of being driven on a 
rocky lee-shore. He is not explicit about the peril of the ship breaking 
up at sea before they could reach the neighbourhood of land at all, 
but this fear is evident in the undergirding at the earliest possibility at 
Cauda and probably implicit in the unspecified desperation of Acts 
27:20, when their ignorance of their position combined with the 
realization that the ship was at the point of breaking and foundering 
at sea. They were probably well enough able to estimate their likely 
line of drift, to conclude that they had already missed their only 
likely salvation in a landfall on Sicily. But matters like these are not 
stressed interpretatively by Luke. They are implicit in his account of 
the scene, and yet also fruitful in the light they shed on the 
explanation of other details. In a similar way, the cumulative 
indications of the use of Latin or hybrid nautical terms corroborate 
the likelihood, at first unexpected in a ship of Greek Alexandria, that 
the seamen's speech was mainly Latin, and that Luke had a Latin- 
speaking informant or informants. Yet this in turn is the more easily 
explicable in a ship of the imperial service which may have 
numbered many Italians, and some Romans on official business, 
among its ship's company. The actual soundings, too, of the course of 
a ship approaching St. Paul's Bay in Malta from the east suit the 
precise locations where, according to Smith, they must first have 
become aware of the coastal surf and then of the rocks ahead. 

Considerations of this kind cannot take us formally beyond the 
belief that the writer had experienced just such a voyage as he 
describes. But the crucial question is whether he was the companion 
of Paul on an actual occasion in Paul's life. May not Paul's part in this 
narrative still be extraneous? There may be indications to help in 


62 Haenchen, for instance, transmits tacitly the acceptance of enough docu- 
mented detail to suggest a different interpretation from that which his more 
theoretical scepticism leads him to impose. It is part of our case that that kind of 
detail needs to be greatly reworked, extended and reapplied. 

63 See above, pp. 146ff. The location on Malta has been debated, but Smith's 
arguments for the traditional site are most impressive (Voyage, chap. 4), and this 
placing is tacitly accepted by Haenchen, Acts, pp. 707-708. For the harbour of 
Malta and its neighbour, cf. Diod. Sic. 5.12.1, 3; J. Busuttil, ‘Maltese Harbours in 
Antiquity’, Melita Historica 5 (1968-71), pp. 305-307. 


Chapter 8 The Authorship and Sources of Acts 333 


taking our integration of the context yet further. The ‘Fast’ of Acts 
27:9 was the Day of Atonement on 10th Tishri.64 It must be 
presumed that this occasion is marked because Paul, a Jew, rather 
than Luke himself, traditionally a Gentile, celebrated it at Fair 
Havens. Its date depended on the lunar calendar, and the reference 
gathers added force from the implication that it fell late that year. 
Apart from the fact that this again indicates the more forcefully the 
perilous lateness of the voyage, it eases the chronology of the winter 
following. For even on a late dating of the Fast they presumably 
sailed before the Feast of Tabernacles five days later, which is not 
mentioned, and they could scarcely have reached Malta before the 
end of October. Even if we allow three days with Publius on Malta 
and some further days to settle there outside the reckoning of three 
full months on the island, it is difficult to place the departure on 
board the ‘Dioscuri’ later than the beginning of February, a time 
when Pliny says the west winds mark the onset of spring (NH 
2.47.122), but still perilously early for men under less pressure of 
duty or profit (2.47.126). As we have argued above, the chronological 
data point to the further integration of the first person narrative with 
the requirements of ostensible Pauline chronology. 

None of this, I repeat, serves as formal ‘proof’, but the piecing 
together of these details and their like tends progressively to the 
integration of Luke with Paul at a particular date and occasion 
appropriate, even exclusively appropriate, to the ostensible 
chronology of Paul's life. In such a case the onus is scarcely upon me 
to prove my point. Rather it is the objector’s task to break the 
integration which is latent in the narrative, and merely brought to the 
surface in the present discussion. 

The question might be pursued whether the previous ‘we- 
passages’ exhibit similar phenomena. A good case of a similar kind 
may in fact be argued for Acts 20:5 - 21:17, where we have time- 
sequence in a narrative covering in a diary-like form the seven weeks 
between Passover and Pentecost.65 Acts 16 is further in the past. In 
character it differs somewhat from the very detailed, vivid and 
circumstantial narratives of Acts 20-21 and 27-28. It remains a 
singularly interesting pericope, consistent at least with the possibility 


64 See above pp.137-38, n. 109. The chronological point discussed in this para- 
graph comes essentially from W.P. Workman, ‘A New Date-Indication in Acts’ 
ExpT 11 (1899-1900), pp. 316-19, and is often mentioned by later writers (e.g. 
Bruce, Acts, pp. 455-56; Haenchen, Acts, p. 700). I have slightly modified the 
presentation of his argument. 

65 Which has been linked to the calendrical requirements of AD 59 after two 
years’ captivity in Caesarea. 
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that its reserved brevity covers Luke's diffident self-introduction, 
leading to a very vivid scene in Philippi, where the author was 
ostensibly then present, and from where the first-person narrative is 
resumed at 20:5. 

Enough has been said to indicate the prospects of integrating the 
common participation of Luke and Paul in specific occasions further 
integrated into the ostensible course of the latter years of Paul's 
ministry. This view inevitably conflicts with the far-reaching 
scepticism of those who have denied the possibility of Luke's 
presence upon extrapolation from his supposed errors (cf. p. 313, n. 
17 above). If our reading of the Galatian crux can be accepted, the 
main basis for that sweeping judgment is removed. No adequate 
argument for or against Luke can reasonably be mounted upon the 
fragmentary (and even interdependent) grounds on which some have 
been content to build. In the present study we have sought at least to 
provide an extensive survey of the evidence bearing on Luke's 
knowledge of detail, and that excludes the kind of scepticism which 
damns a writer who is at odds with his critic on a cluster of related 
issues which the critic himself may have misapprehended. To say 
that is not to prove Luke reliable, nor to prove him a participant, but 
to suggest that the grounds on which this option has been confidently 
denied are so trivial and superficial as to be unworthy of serious 
attention. The presumption, at least, ought to be in Luke's favour 
unless his work is subjected to a far more searching and detailed 
criticism. If he is suspect, the challenge to him ought to be a far more 
serious one. As the evidence stands, we are constrained to see him as 
present in the ‘we-passages’, for this option gives the most reasonable 
explanation. A structure built on a debated point is usually to be 
avoided, but in this case there are good reasons for supposing our 
position is a strong one. And the task is not exactly to build on it, so 
much as to argue that the trend of this study is aligned with that of 
complementary approaches to the character of Luke's work. 


66 It will be useful to cite some of the (often emphatic) judgments of scholars in 
favour of a view of authorship by a companion of Paul: 

A. Plummer, ‘It is perhaps no exaggeration to say that nothing in biblical cri- 
ticism is more certain than this statement’ [The Author of Acts was a companion 
of S. Paul’], A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according to St. 
Luke,ICC (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 4th edn, 1901), p. xii. 

G. Edmundson, ‘The case for the Lukan authorship of the Third Gospel and 
Acts I consider however to have been so thoroughly established [by Ramsay and 
Harnack] ... as to have been placed ... on a solid bedrock of reasoned and exhaus- 
tive argument against which the waves of controversy will beat in vain’ (Church 
in Rome, pp. 31-32). 

Id., There are few passages in ancient historical literatures more clearly the 
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Sources 


Any judgment on the vexed question of authorship would be a 
watershed also for the intimately linked question of sources. Yet this 
problem retains its independent difficulty. It is widely agreed, on any 
view of authorship, that Luke has made his material his own. His 
double-work is a compositional unity, and its sources are corres- 
pondingly harder to detect and demarcate. The classic work of J. 
Duponté7 shows the difficulty clearly, and we make no pretension to 
attempt to duplicate with a superficial study what he has undertaken 
so meticulously and comprehensively. He concludes with a 
pessimistic impression: ‘Despite the most careful and detailed 
research, it has not been possible to define any of the sources used by 
the author of Acts in a way which will meet with widespread 
agreement among the critics’ (Sources, p. 166). To this he adds a 
positive note that these efforts are not lost, but that they uncover 
special features of the book's composition which both promote and 
frustrate the search, and also reveal the author's individual turn of 
mind. ‘The information is not only reported in his own style, in its 
very substance it generally reflects his personality. Everything is 
done as if Luke were at the origin not only of the edited version, but 
even of the sources on which that version is based’ (p. 167). His final 
comments concern the crucial matter of the ‘we-sections’, in which he 
insists on careful literary method, and maintains that the author 
wishes it to be known that he had personally taken part in some of 
the events he narrates. 

My purpose here is much more modest, to focus on the question of 
how Luke is likely to have gained access to the material contained in 
his double work. In this limited sense, the question of sources is 
directly ancillary to that of authorship. If the author was indeed a 
companion of Paul, his opportunities were of a different kind from 
those likely to have been available to a theological advocate of a later 
generation. If our understanding of his access to material proves 
consistent with one judgment about authorship, this will afford some 
support for our position. 

The present section will develop remarks adumbrated in BJRL 60 
(1977-78) pp. 48-49. I offered there four ‘putative categories’ in the 
work not merely of a contemporary writer but of an observant eye-witness than 
is the narrative contained in the last seven chapters of the Acts’ (p. 87). 

67 J. Dupont, The Sources of Acts. The Present Position, tr. K. Pond (London: Dar- 


ton, Longman and Todd, 1964) from Les sources du livre des Actes. Etat de la 
question (Bruges: Desclée de Brouwer, 1960). 
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source-material of Acts: (1) passages based on Luke's personal 
recollection of events at which he was present (the ‘we-passages’; (2) 
those based on personal communication with Paul of Tarsus, a 
person with whom he was in constant and intimate association before 
and perhaps during the period of the writing— to these two 
categories belong kinds of material which may be taken to be vivid, 
rich and subtle in their circumstantiality, often selected and 
summarized from a fuller context of knowledge; (3) isolated 
fragments of vivid eyewitness material from other persons, often 
embedded in a vaguer summarized context;68 and (4) material 
hitherto unclassified, for which the whole source-question is wide 
open. There may or may not have been documentary sources in this 
category. Luke was not the earliest evangelist, but he may have been 
the earliest church historian. There may well be here too summary 
material which came from personal inquiry. The catalogue of nations 
at Pentecost does not require elaborate explanation from astrological 
geography,69 but may be simply a summary of cases Luke heard 
about when pursuing inquiries in Jerusalem. It would have taken a 
much larger context of knowledge to have assimilated the geo- 
graphical nomenclature to his usual forms, so he has to reproduce it 
in the forms in which it reached him. So in these categories of 
material which were more remote Luke was probably limited by the 
patchier availability of sources. 

There is no suggestion that these ‘putative categories’ correspond 
to actual source documents which may be demarcated. The classifi- 
cation is intended only as a conceptual tool to denote kinds of 
material. And here our study must take account of the double work 
Luke-Acts, and raise also the question of how our categories relate to 
the sources and literary method of the Third Gospel. In terms of this 
analysis the essential Synoptic source-problem might be subsumed 
under (4), as comprising whatever written sources or oral traditions 
were available to Luke, in this case including Mark and Q (whatever 
status we may choose to give the material so designated). Categories 
(1) and (2) will not apply at all, for there is no serious suggestion that 
Luke was an eyewitness of events in Jesus’ life, nor any probability 


68 An example is the incident of Peter's release from prison in Acts 12, which 
could be explained as drawn from personal interviews with Peter and with 
Rhoda. Here are the vivid perspectives of two witnesses combined in a setting of 
loose ends. 

69 Thus Stefan Weinstock, ‘The Geographical Catalogue in Acts II, 9-11’, JRS 38 
(1948), pp. 43-46. See the response by B.M. Metzger, ‘Ancient Astrological Geo- 
graphy and Acts 2:9-11’, Apostolic History and the Gospel (Festschrift F.F. Bruce), 
ed. Gasque and Martin (Exeter: Paternoster, 1970), pp. 123-33. 
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that he was in prolonged intimacy with any who were. His 
information there does not have the contextual control and 
completeness that we have in parts of Acts. Category (3) is of 
particular interest here, and it is worth pursuing the question 
whether there are significant parallels between the Acts examples 
and the ‘L-passages’ and Lukan nuances in the Gospel. The existence 
of similar types of matter in the two works is most likely to appear in 
this category, which may thus be the most valuable indicator of 
Lukan method. It will not be surprising if its quantity is sparser in 
Luke's Gospel, in view of the greater lapse of time. Yet the two works 
are united by common characters in the narrative, the most notable 
being Peter. 

It is no part of our theme to pursue the Synoptic source problem, 
but it is at least desirable to consider whether the common authorship 
of Luke-Acts has imprinted some continuity of method in the 
handling of sources in the two writings. The quest is made more 
difficult by the evident difference in type between them, and the 
diverse kinds of source problems involved. The Third Gospel 
depends mainly on sources preserved or inferable, whereas Acts 
seems to lack written precursors. The source problem in the Gospel 
can at least be posed in a very tangible form, whereas in Acts the 
difficulty of isolating the prehistory of our text is in tension with the 
abundance of collateral evidence in literature and epigraphy for 
evaluating the finished product. It is then just in the third category 
that our prospects reside of furthering the inquiry into continuity of 
method, overlaid elsewhere by the diversity of access to material. 

We are reduced then first to the consideration of a single relatively 
limited category. At this point we observe two phenomena which 
repeatedly fall together. One is the recurring mention by Luke, in 
both parts of his work, of persons incidental to the narrative, 
especially women. The other, concurrent with it at least in the Third 
Gospel, where alone we have the necessary comparative material, is 
that these are the same passages which contain other details, nuances 
or editing of content peculiar to Luke, what we may term, without 
prejudice to further consideration of their states, ‘L-passages’ or ‘L- 
nuances’. Further, the sort of additional detail in all these passages is 
amenable to a similar kind of analysis. The following tabulation 
offers first a group of passages from the Third Gospel, with a note of 
a person mentioned in each, and of details peculiar to them which 
separate them from preceding Synoptic tradition as represented by 
Mark or Q (a term which is used here simply as a useful classification 
for an inferred type of sayings material). This brief has however been 
interpreted broadly, to bring together a full statement of the possible 
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evidence even if some instances may prove to exemplify related or 
different phenomena. Secondly, there is listed a number of passages 
from Acts, mainly from the earlier chapters, which also mention an 
otherwise unimportant person, and appear to exhibit similar 
phenomena which suggest the possibility of a similar source analysis, 
though in Acts we lack the comparative material for isolating them 
with the same precision. 

We shall not press here what might appear as the first and longest 
passage which might be placed in this Lukan category, the whole 
Nativity complex of Lk. 1:5-2:40, which may be considered sui 
generis. It might indeed at face value be thought to corroborate the 
same approach, and Luke 2:19 might be deemed just the type of 
personal note which belongs to this form. But there are special 
difficulties in using this passage, and those difficulties ought at least 
to be recognized before making any simplistic appropriation of it for 
the support it might be claimed to provide for our case. (1) The whole 
complex is unparalleled in the other Synoptics, and poses its own 
source-problem on a larger scale, where the comparative base is 
lacking. (2) The passage contains a number of acute and unsolved 
historical problems, for which at best we lack the necessary context of 
knowledge to attempt a solution in any direction. In such 
circumstances we should at least not rush to claim singly what might 
suit a case, apart from a deeper study. (3) Even if 2:19 be pressed, the 
pattern of this passage differs in form from that which we have noted 
as characteristic of a recurring type, for Mary (and her cousin 
Elizabeth) are central figures in the scene, whose presence has not to 
be explained apart from their relevance to the action. (4) Other 
features of the scene, like the extended hymns of praise, are distinct 
from anything elsewhere in the Third Gospel. These four points 
together counsel caution. It might indeed prove that there is nothing 
in them inconsistent with what we propose to argue from clearer 
instances, but the passage is at most consonant rather than 
probative.70 

Here are tabulated the instances which follow the Nativity 
passage: 

Luke 2:41-52 The incident in the Temple when Jesus was twelve 
years of age: His mother ‘kept all these things in her heart’ (2:51; cf. 
closely 2:19). 


70 It may indeed be argued forcibly that the whole section derives in essence 
from the perspective of Mary herself and constitutes a striking and extended ex- 
ample of the phenomenon under consideration, and this possibility will be taken 
up again below. ButI will not begin to build a case by invoking a passage beset 
with so many special problems. 
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Luke 5:1-11 The call of Peter and the draught of fishes: This may 
be contrasted with the differently placed Mt. 4:18-22— Mk 1:16-20, 
and contains unique material focused strongly upon Peter and re- 
counting his reactions and those of James and John (5:10), who do not 
otherwise figure in Luke's version. 

Luke 7:18-23 The mission of John's two disciples to Jesus is de- 
scribed with details of their questions absent from Mt. 11:2-6, which 
gives no indication either of the number of emissaries. 

Luke 8:1-3 An interesting but brief pericope, peculiar to Luke con- 
tains the names of several women who ministered to Jesus and to his 
disciples. 

Luke 8:29 A brief addition to the story of the Gadarene (Gerge- 
sene) demoniac, describes unsuccessful attempts to restrain him, 
ostensibly derived from the crowd of local people (cf. 8:37). 

Luke 9:37-43 The healing of the epileptic boy: A more marginal 
case, where the Lukan version displays some different focusing and 
the omission of much of the long Markan account, but includes a 
specific note of time (9:37) and some significant additions from the 
father's perspective in 9:38-39. This boy, for instance, was his father's 
only child (uovoyevj¢). 

Luke 9:51-56 The Samaritans refuse to receive Jesus: This pericope 
initiates the long Lukan ‘travel-section’, which again poses special 
larger-scale problems. Let us note however at this stage simply that 
this is an L-passage which includes the particular reactions of the 
disciples James and John. 

Luke 10:1 The sending out of the seventy: The succeeding peri- 
cope is largely paralleled in Matthew in the different setting of the 
sending of the twelve. The return and report of the seventy is again 
peculiar to Luke (10:17-20). 

Luke 10:23-24 Words uttered in private to the disciples: The 
differently placed Matthean parallel (Mt. 13:16-17) does not specify 
the audience. 

Luke 10:25-37 The uniquely Lukan parable of the good Samaritan 
(10:29-37) is given a setting which itself differs from the Synoptic 
parallels in its designation of the man as voptkdéds tis (10:25) and in 
specifics of his dialogue with Jesus. The parable is set specifically in 
the course of the dialogue with this individual. 

Luke 10:38-42 Mary and Martha: This is another uniquely Lukan 
pericope appearing to embody Martha's perspective on a family 
tension.71 

Luke 11:1-4 The Lukan version of the Lord's Prayer is given in 


71 Cf. however the light on the character of the two women in John 12:2-3. 
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response to an individual disciple's request for teaching, again an 
unparalleled setting. 

Luke 11:27-28 A woman in the crowd acclaims the mother of 
Jesus. 

Luke 11:37-12:1 Discourse against the Pharisees: This is differently 
placed from the parallel in Mt. 23:23ff., and here set specifically in the 
home of an individual Pharisee and presented in response to his 
dialogue with Jesus in 11:53-12:1. The story presumably came from 
disciples present. 

Luke 12:13-21 The parable of the rich man's barn is provoked by 
the demand of a man in the crowd for his share in an inheritance. 
While this story has an individual and personalized setting, the man 
in this case is not a plausible candidate for being the source of the 
pericope, which looks more likely to derive from disciples present. 

Luke 12:41-46 The discourse on faithful stewardship is placed in 
response to a question specifically from Peter. Lk. 12:42-46 is 
differently placed from the parallel Mt. 24:45-51, and the peculiarly 
Lukan passage in 12:35-38 may also be explained as a part of the 
same discourse pericope with its Petrine setting. Similar phenomena, 
of L-passages mingled with Matthean (Q) parallels from different 
settings extend to Lk. 12:59, and raise a question about the limits of 
what might be read as a single sequence. 

Luke 13:1-5 The report of Pilate's violence against Galilean 
worshippers is attributed to persons unnamed, who provide the 
occasion for Jesus' response. 

Luke 13:10-17 The healing of the deformed woman is objected to 
by the ruler of the synagogue. 

Luke 13:22-30 The discourse about entering in at the narrow gate 
is again introduced by the question of an individual, absent from the 
corresponding sayings in four different places in Matthew. 

Luke 13:31-33 Some Pharisees bring the news of Herod's wish to 
kill Jesus: The brief responding pericope is again unique to Luke. 

Luke 14:1-6 The man suffering from dropsy in the house of a 
leader of the Pharisees: The following pericope (14:7-14), also peculiar 
to Luke, is addressed to the guests (v. 7) and then the host (v. 12), 
ostensibly on the same occasion. 

Luke 14:15-24 The parable of the wedding-feast is again in a 
different setting from the Matthean parallel, and delivered in 
response to the words of one of those present. 

Luke 15 Most of this chapter is peculiar to Luke. Cf. only Mt. 
18:12-13. It is a marginal case for our purpose. The setting is given, 
and an audience of tax-collectors and sinners specified, as well as 
criticism by the Pharisees and Scribes, all peculiar to Luke. 
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Luke 16:1-13 The unique parable of the unjust steward is 
addressed to the disciples. 

Luke 16:14-15 This is another unique passage in response to the 
Pharisees. 

Luke 17:1-2 The seriousness of causing offence to ‘one of these 
little ones’, is given in a slightly different form from Mk and Mt. and 
in a setting addressed to the disciples. 

Luke 17:5-6 The power of faith like a mustard-seed is a response to 
a specific request of the disciples, again distinct from the partial 
parallel in Matthew. 

Luke 17:11-19 The healing of ten lepers: Again unique to Luke, 
and placed in a specific journey setting, focusing on one of the 
number who was a Samaritan. 

Luke 17:20-21 A unique saying about the coming of the kingdom 
is presented as an answer to the Pharisees. 

Luke 17:22-37 The discourse on the day of the Son of Man, largely 
unique, with a mixture of contexts in partial Matthean parallels, is 
another response to the disciples. 

Luke 18:1-8 The parable of the unjust judge is addressed to ‘them’ 
(18:8), again the disciples, and again a unique pericope. 

Luke 18:9-14 The parable of the Pharisee and the Publican, 
peculiar to Luke, is a response to some who were confident in their 
own righteousness. 

Luke 18:34 A peculiarly Lukan addition to a common tradition 
notes the reaction and lack of understanding in the disciples. 

Luke 18:35-43 The blind man, Mark's Bartimaeus, in which Luke 
gives different (and in 18:35, contradictory) details, presenting the 
blind man's own perspective. An interesting, though difficult and 
rather atypical case, where Luke shortens parts and omits the name. 
This is a case worthy of special study. 

Luke 19:1-10 The story of Zacchaeus is a unique personal incident 
in a specific setting and locality. 

Luke 19:11-27 The parable of the pounds, as distinct from that of 
the talents in Mt. 25:14-30, is addressed to ‘them’ (the disciples) in a 
specified geographical setting as they were nearing Jerusalem. 

Luke 19:39-44 Some Pharisees in the crowd call on Jesus to rebuke 
his disciples, and call forth another unique saying about the 
destruction of Jerusalem. 

Luke 21:20-28 The first section of this paragraph is the subject of 
much debate but verses 25-26, 28 are particular to Luke, and in 28 the 
second person plural exhortation indicates address to the disciples. 

Luke 21:34-36 The final warning, again an exhortation to the 
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disciples, is peculiar to Luke. 

Luke 22:15-18 Distinctive words of Jesus to the disciples at the 
beginning of the account of the Last Supper are recorded. 

Luke 22:31-34 The passage addressed to Peter about Satan's desire 
to ‘sift’ him is peculiar to Luke. 

Luke 22:35-38 The dialogue with the disciples over the taking of 
sword and purse is again unparalleled in the other Synoptics. 

Luke 22:43-45 The angel strengthening Jesus and the bloody sweat 
is a unique passage of events enacted in the presence of the disciples. 

Luke 22:61 The most remarkable Lukan addition to the common 
tradition of Peter's denial is this statement that Jesus looked at Peter, 
and Peter's response is linked to this. 

Luke 23:2 The specified charges against Jesus before Pilate are 
peculiar to Luke. Cf. also Pilate's response to the ‘high priests’ and 
the crowds in 23:4-5. 

Luke 23:6-16 The trial before Herod is again peculiar to Luke, and 
includes the remarkable comment in v. 12 on the relationship of 
Herod with Pilate. This pericope may be seen in the context of Luke's 
special interest in the Herod family. 

Luke 23:27-32 This L-passage recounts the lament of women in the 
crowd following Jesus and his response to them. 

Luke 23:47-48 The words of the centurion are presented 
differently from the parallels in Mk 15:39 = Mt. 27:54; he sees Jesus as 
a ‘just man’ not as ‘son of God’, and the saying is followed by an 
additional note of crowd-reaction. 

Luke 23:55-56 The women who had followed Jesus from Galilee 
observed the tomb and made preparations for the burial; again a 
peculiarly Lukan passage with an emphasis on the women. 

Luke 24:10-11 The story of the named women and the sceptical 
reaction of the disciples are again peculiar to this gospel. 

Luke 24:13-35 The meeting of Jesus with two disciples on the road 
to Emmaus is a classic example, wholly peculiar to Luke and 
involving an otherwise unknown Cleopas, and including a lot of 
interesting circumstantial detail. 

Luke 24:36-49 Appearance of Jesus to the disciples in Jerusalem: 
Here there is an interesting parallel of 24:36-43 with John 20:19-23. 

Luke 24:50-53 The Ascension is paralleled only (and 
problematically) in Acts 1. 

In the preceding tabulation we have cast the net rather wide. 
Further analysis of these instances will be deferred until we have 
listed the other category from Acts, which cannot be isolated with the 
same comparative precision, but which seems to represent a parallel 
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of historical method. 

Acts 1 The Ascension, and the first activities of the disciples: The 
group of disciples involved is listed by name in 1:13. 

Acts 2 Peter's sermon: While this, like the preceding, is less than a 
clear example of the explicit phenomenon, it raises the observation 
that ostensibly (if we might be so bold as to draw an inference from 
reading at face value) Luke could only have gained (and presumably 
did gain) information on these events from traditions deriving from 
Peter himself or other disciples present. The same may be said of the 
material in e.g. 4:32-5:32 passim. 

Acts 3:1-12 The healing of a lame man at the Beautiful Gate by 
Peter gives occasion for another Petrine speech. Here John is also 
mentioned, though he plays no active part in the event. 

Acts 4:1-22 The appearance of Peter and John before the 
Sanhedrin: This passage includes a very interesting instance related 
to an obvious difficulty. How could Luke claim to know the 
substance of the debate in the closed session (4:15-17)? The options 
might appear to be invention or inference, were it not for the 
personalia of 4:6. This ‘John’ is not identified, and the name is 
uncertain in the text; Alexander is also unidentified. Both were then 
presumably known to Luke's readership, or else some further 
specification, or reason for mentioning them, would have surely been 
necessary. They seem not to have been brought in as prominent 
figures, like Annas and Caiaphas. It is attractive to suppose they were 
mentioned as known to the early church as (perhaps subsequent) 
converts or sympathizers, and implicitly as Luke's sources here. 

Acts 5:33-39 Again a closed session of the Sanhedrin is attached to 
the mention of the great Gamaliel: the question is raised how Luke 
could have known his advice.72 

Acts 6:1-7:53 The Stephen narrative: It is at least worth noting that 
the names of the seven deacons are all given, though only Stephen 
plays any immediate part in the subsequent narrative. Otherwise 
only Philip figures elsewhere, but he is of further significance for our 
present discussion (see below on Acts 8:4ff., 21:8). The material here 
could ostensibly have come from the disciples, or from any of the 


72 If again we may be bold to accept and answer this question at face value, 
there seem to be two possibilities: either from the persons mentioned in 4:6 or 
from Saul/Paul. It may be doubted whether Paul was of age to be a member of 
the Sanhedrin, but likely enough in any case that he received an account from 
Gamaliel himself at a time when his mind was much exercised over the new 
teaching. He had apparently been close to Gamaliel, and his teacher's reaction 
would have made its mark. And Luke, we suppose, was later close to Paul. Such 
a reconstruction can only be inferential and speculative, but it is plausible. It 
might be Paul's first latent imprint on the narrative. 
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Seven, among whom the prior position of Philip's name (after 
Stephen himself) may be noted. 

Acts 7:54-8:1 The stoning of Stephen is linked explicitly with the 
first actual mention of Saul. The implication that Saul was profoundly 
shaken by his connivance is almost palpable. On a traditional 
understanding of Luke's association with Paul this looks an almost 
paradigmatic case of a pericope derived from Paul, on whom the 
occasion must have made an unforgettable impact. 

Acts 8:4-25 Philip's mission in Samaria and its aftermath: This 
narrative centres upon Philip, but includes the visit of Peter and John. 
While the former deals directly with Simon Magus, John is not 
otherwise further mentioned specifically, though the statement of 
their preaching in a Samaritan village en retour is only ostensibly 
derivable from themselves. 

Acts 8:26-40 Philip and the eunuch: it would appear that this 
meeting of a man alone with a departing stranger could only have 
derived from the participant Philip, unless the whole passage be 
explained as invention. 

Acts 9:1-19 The whole narrative of Saul's conversion embodies the 
perspectives of Saul himself and of Ananias. The same may be true 
also of 9:19b-30, part of which shows an evident perspective of Saul, 
but the notes of the results and reactions seem to reflect rather a 
Damascene origin. Note also the naming of Saul's host at 9:11.73 

Acts 9:32-35 Peter's healing of the paralytic Aeneas: The details 
and the memory of Peter's words suggest the reminiscence of Aeneas 
himself. 

Acts 9:36-43 The raising of Tabitha: A vivid and interesting 
pericope, especially in the grief of the widows and their display of 
Tabitha's work, suggesting an account derived from eyewitnesses 
among the Christians of Joppa. In 9:43 the mention of Peter's host, 
Simon the tanner, looks inconsequential. It may be that Luke was 
interested in lodging,74 or was at pains to note Peter's willingness to 
stay with a man who followed an unclean occupation. More 
particularly, this note anticipates the direction to Cornelius in 10:6 (cf. 
10:17-18, 32). While this Simon may have been a significant local 
Christian, there is nothing to suggest he was a specific source for this 
or the following Cornelius story. 

Acts 10:1-11:18 The whole Cornelius story seems to combine the 
two perspectives of Peter and of Cornelius, and could be wholly 


73 Cf. also the two later accounts of Saul's conversion, differing in purpose and 
detail, but all ostensibly deriving from the same Pauline source. 
74 Cf. Bruce, Acts pp. 201, 214. 
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explained by the joining of their narratives. This does not exclude the 
possibility of traditions from others in the Jerusalem church for the 
debate in Jerusalem in the latter chapter. 

Acts 11:19-30 Events in Antioch: An interesting and important 
passage, largely summary, suggesting an Antiochian source and 
information derived from Saul and perhaps Barnabas. The passage 
seems however to belong to rather a different category from most of 
the preceding, as nearer to a brief resumé of complex happenings 
extended in time. It may perhaps be seen as presupposing in Luke a 
more extensive knowledge of this church, appropriate to his link with 
Saul, though he has not chosen to enlarge on particular events, save 
as the visit of Agabus provides an important link in the developing 
role of Saul.75 

Acts 12:1-17 Peter's escape from prison: The essence of this story 
gives the perspectives of Peter and of Rhoda, and matters outside 
their ostensible experience are vaguely sketched.76 

Acts 12:18-23 Two separate traditions about Herod Agrippa are 
here combined, the former actually concluding the preceding 
pericope, because both raise a question about Luke's sources of 
information about the Herods. In any case Herod's savagery here, 
followed so closely by his spectacularly public arrogance, collapse 
and death, were likely to have been public knowledge, and a spur to 
popular moral reflection. The impact of the final scene is also 
reflected in Josephus (Jos. Ant. 19.8.2.343-50). Neither of these 
observations excludes the possibility that Luke's actual version of 
these public events owed something to the tradition of the Jerusalem 
church or other sources for the Herods which inform his narrative 
elsewhere (cf. e.g. Luke 8:3; 23:6-16; Acts 13:1). The mention of the 
otherwise unknown Blastus is interesting, and may testify to the 
specific nature of Luke's information, though there is nothing here to 
suggest he was the actual source of it. 

Acts 12:25-13:3 The call of Barnabas and Saul: This brief section 
includes the mention of three prominent leaders in the Antioch 
church otherwise unknown to us. The name of Manaen is of 


75 It is relevant to note here the tradition linking Luke the Physician with Anti- 
och, which I should not press (see Euseb. HE 3.4.6; Anti-Marcionite Prologue, 
cited in Bruce, Acts, p. 6). The ‘we’ in the Western reading of Acts 11:28 may 
reflect the early currency of this tradition. There is also the occasional identifi- 
cation in Acts of an Antioch-source (thus originally Harnack; see full discussion 
in Dupont, Sources, ET, pp. 36, 62-72). 

76 Thus notably the much-debated phrase eis étepov tdétov (Acts 12:17). Peter 
went ‘into hiding’. The place is immaterial and beyond the knowledge or interest 
of the writer. The various far-reaching theories based on assumptions of Lukan 
suppression or euphemism are beside the point. See pp. 207-208, n. 90 below. 
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particular interest, in view of his specified connection with the 
tetrarch Antipas. The mention of this man immediately suggests a 
route by which Luke, through Paul, could have had access to the 
special information about the Herods which we have already 
observed (cf. also on Lk. 8:3 above for another possible source). It is 
worth considering whether Luke could have had direct contact with 
Manaen. But if he were a contemporary of Antipas he would have 
been a very old man if still alive at a viable date for Luke's collection 
of materials for Luke-Acts. 

Acts 13ff. Throughout the latter half of Acts the narrative centres 
upon the activities of Paul, and we pass essentially into a more direct 
category of source-material. My remarks here will accordingly be 
very selective, focusing on isolated places where a different 
perspective seems to be incorporated or where some other hint is 
given which might throw independent light on the source question. 

Acts 14:11-13 An interesting converse point: The missionaries are 
in trouble through their unawareness of a contrary perspective across 
a linguistic and cultural barrier. This vivid narrative is not idealized, 
and there is no attempt to pretend to a comprehensive knowledge on 
the part of writer or participants. Their enlightenment comes only 
with hindsight. 

Acts 15 The account of the Jerusalem Council shows in the main a 
Pauline perspective throughout, but the inclusion of traditions 
derived from Jerusalem is wholly likely, and the specific mention of 
Judas Barsabbas and of Silas in the sequel is noteworthy (15:22, 27, 
32). If we are right elsewhere in seeing a Petrine origin for material in 
Luke-Acts, we may hardly suppose that Luke was uninterested in the 
Petrine version of this crucial meeting, and the ostensible reading of 
21:18 recounts an actual meeting of the ‘first-person’ writer with 
James. 

Acts 16:9-10 The beginning of the first ‘we-passage’ is associated 
with the mention of the vision of an unnamed Macedonian (Make8wv 
tig). It can be no more than a speculation that Luke was himself the 
individual of the vision.77 In view of the close conjunction of the first 
person with the anonymous reference, the identification seems at 
least possible, but is not to be pressed. The travel detail and 
description of the status of Philippi (16:11-12) may be taken to reflect 


77 Thus Ramsay, SPTR, pp. 201-205. There is no implication that the man of the 
vision was a stereotype Macedonian, to be identified by a conventional pe- 
culiarity of dress or speech. Rather he was a person who could have been named. 
Luke himself seems at least to have had a special connection with Philippi, such 
as appears in the sequel, whatever the truth of the tradition which says he came 
from Antioch. 
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the directly Lukan perspective in a manner not seen previously in 
Acts. 

Acts 18:24-28 The instruction of Apollos at Ephesus: This short 
pericope stands apart as non-Pauline and not easily categorized. 
Functionally, it anticipates the account of Paul's meeting with the 
group of Ephesian disciples in 19:1-17. The material could have 
derived from Priscilla and Aquila and/or Apollos himself. All were 
important figures in the Pauline literature, but Apollos himself not 
otherwise in Acts. There is no material difficulty here for our 
approach, and the sources were ostensibly available, if more difficult 
to crystallize in the perspective of an original informant. In any case 
the incident would have been familiar in the tradition of the Ephesian 
church. 

Acts 19:23-41 The riot in Ephesus: This vivid scene presents one 
unobtrusive difficulty in the often overlooked statement that Paul 
was not himself present (19:30). He was however close to the 
situation, and two of his associates were dangerously involved 
(19:29), and at least the latter, Aristarchus, was present also, 
ostensibly with the author, during the events of the following ‘we- 
passages’ (20:4; 27:2). Aristarchus and perhaps Gaius are the likely 
sources for events within the theatre. 

Acts 20:1-21:6 While the voyage is a ‘we-passage’ and calls for no 
special comment here, it is noteworthy that it contains ‘Lukan 
perspectives’ of first-person travel briefly apart from Paul (20:13-14), 
of routes and times, including specific travel observations (e.g. 21:3; 
contrast 27:4). 

Acts 21:7-15 The journey up to Jerusalem: This section is marked 
by the lodging at the homes of Philip (21:8) and Mnason (21:16), and 
the meeting with Agabus. The ostensible meeting of Luke with these 
three men is interesting, for we have already noted the possible 
significance of Philip traditions (8:4-40). The references to Philip and 
to Agabus are cases of the integration of the ‘we-passages’ with the 
earlier chapters, and that to Mnason specifies his having been a 
disciple since the beginnings of the church (dpxatw paénTh). Mnason, 
we may suppose, was thus a suitable informant, a bearer of the 
tradition of the Jerusalem church. A companion of Paul, enjoying the 
hospitality of two such hosts in perhaps his first personal contact 
with the Palestinian church, was presumably not uninterested in 
what they had to tell. His mention of them is suitable to this 
implication. 

Acts 23:26-30 The letter of Lysias to Felix: An obvious question is 
raised about the origin of this document, but the commentaries often 
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pass over the issue. Hanson (Acts, p. 224) regards it as a Lukan com- 
position; Marshall (Acts, p. 370) points to the introductory words 
(éxovoav tov Titov TodTov), interpreting them as a disclaimer, that 
these were not the ipsissima verba (cf. 3 Macc. 3:30). The final answer 
is unclear. I am inclined to speculate that the original letter was 
actually read in court in Paul's presence, and that the humorous irony 
in the juxtaposition of this with the speech of Tertullus (24:2-8) 
belonged to the situation.78 Luke has of course placed the latter in 
the logical sequence of narrative, without thereby losing the effect of 
juxtaposition. Perhaps both passages are resolvable as regular 
instances of Paul as source. 

Acts 25:13-22 Festus' conference with Agrippa: This passage is 
difficult. There is no hint here of a source by which Luke could have 
known the substance of any such conversation. The sentiments are 
appropriate to what we may suppose to have been Festus’ view of the 
case, but it looks as though Luke's form of composition is inferential 
rather than based on sources. This need not be seen as a serious 
qualification of a claim to historicity, for this concept must be judged 
by realistically flexible criteria. What is worrying, on a different 
ground, is that it differs from our concept of Luke's actual practice 
elsewhere. The element of composition here looks to be significant, 
but is not marked by disclaimer or qualification.79 It may be 
relevant to note the references to the motives of opponents in 25:3,9; 
these are of course inferential, but the inferences are plain from the 


78 I trust it is no irreverence to the solemnity of critical scholarship to suppose 
that Paul told the story with vivid relish. Luke's humour, sometimes as reflecting 
Paul's humour, is a topic which may be illustrated elsewhere in Acts. Cf. J. 
Jénsson, Humour and Irony in the New Testament Illuminated by Parallels in Talmud 
and Midrash (Leiden: Brill, 1985). Jonsson, however, surprisingly gives no ex- 
amples from Acts after 23:12-33, and considers that humour is lacking in the 
speeches and belongs rather to the situation, a feature different from the Gospels, 
including Luke (pp. 221-22). 

79 The question is not easy to resolve. To offer a facile harmonization would 
savour of special pleading, that Luke's access to inside information about the 
Herods extended here also into an apparently closed conversation which had 
been then discussed more widely, or, less improbably, that Festus, in rather 
prosy chairman's remarks, had repeated in open court his difficulties with the 
case, his self-conscious stand for Roman justice, and his request to Agrippa. The 
scene is by no means lacking in the subtle humour we have noted above as a 
reflection of actuality. It is perhaps really not improbable that the circumstances 
were capable of such a simple explanation, but it would be improper to invoke 
such speculative ideas as more than possibilities. The essential difficulty consists 
merely in the apparent divergence from Luke's usual practice of signposting the 
credentials of his evidence, but that is a point of some consequence for an argu- 
ment from Lukan practice. 
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actions. Paul was ruthlessly realistic and perceptive about human 
nature. 

Acts 26:31-32 Again, there is no apparent source for the private 
consultation of Festus with Agrippa. Here the difficulty is not nearly 
as great in view of the brevity of the comments, and presumably a 
verdict in some such terms must in any case have been made known 
to Paul after the consilium of the judges. 

Acts 28:30-31 A concluding Lukan summary, which, whatever its 
problems, is an intended conclusion, and implies a larger knowledge, 
tantalizing the reader with the unspecified end of the two-year term. 

Let us then attempt to make a closer assessment of the types of 
material cited. 

(1) The Third Gospel. Something should be said first about the 
general authenticity of the passages. Some might be adjudged to fall 
into doubted categories by the criteria commonly in use. The 
‘criterion of dissimilarity’ is not helpful, for there is little reason to see 
anything of a suitable discreteness in these nuances, and the parables 
peculiar to Luke are widely accepted anyhow, irrespective of this 
criterion. The test of multiple attestation fails here, for by definition 
we have selected items to which it does not apply. A subsequent use 
of coherence with established passages does not get off the ground 
for the failure of the preceding tests. Yet none of these failures is at all 
consequential. They only indicate that we have been trying to use a 
sieve with large holes for admittedly refined material. Such methods, 
properly applicable only to the teaching material, and hardly to 
refinements of narrative, are at best directed to establish firmly a few, 
often untypical, sayings, and cannot substantiate a negative 
elsewhere. They only appear to do so when built into a structure that 
is presuppositionally sceptical. 

The passages listed exemplify a wider range of possibilities than 
unambiguous instances of the simple phenomenon. Variant 
possibilities must be acknowledged. Where Luke specifies Jesus' 
hearers, he may be hinting at sources of information, or he may just 
be offering a setting, and it may be argued, rightly or wrongly, that 
that setting is a theologically motivated construct. This, however, is 
less easy to argue where the naming of persons is stubbornly 
inconsequential. Moreover, there are cases where different categories 
fall together, and the hearer seems cast also for the part of informant. 
Further, the implicit presence of disciples on the occasion of a 
pericope addressed, say, to the Pharisees repeatedly gives a tacit 
indicator of ostensible source even outside our more articulate 
examples. Elsewhere again, a major participant in an L-pericope is 
also the ostensibly likely source, and such is the case, if I may dare for 
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a moment to essay comment on the hardest crux of all, with Mary in 
the whole Nativity sequence. 

One feature of our material is that it repeatedly highlights Luke's 
introduction of specific settings to Gospel pericopes which appear in 
the common tradition as floating incidents, amenable to differing 
schemes of arrangement. It is of course easy to argue that Luke has 
simply created his settings and audience dialogues. But on the 
baldest formulation of the question there are at least two options, 
with whatever intermediate positions. Either Luke was free in his 
creation of settings, or he was not. In the latter case it is reasonable to 
ask whether he found his settings in a source, or whether he took 
special pains to discover what was absent in a formal source, and 
whether he included them only when he had some warrant. 

An answer to these questions is not to be offered glibly. It will 
suffice for the present to formulate them in these terms before 
examining the corresponding material in Acts. We conclude with 
some interim observations. It is notable that some of the distinctive L- 
traditions embody the perspectives of some of the same recurring 
persons, notably Mary, Peter, James and John, beside such as Martha, 
Zacchaeus and Cleopas in isolated instances. There are many, less 
explicit, references also to the disciples, to unnamed persons, and to 
women in particular. Many of the less explicitly marked incidents are 
seen from the viewpoint of the disciples, including those already 
named. Another feature of Luke's account is that he alone gives 
certain details which the thoughtful modern reader wants to ask, in 
many points of sequence and context, and in matters such as the 
actual charges against Jesus before Pilate (Lk. 23:2). A fresh reading of 
the text reveals that Luke himself wanted to know the springs and 
motives of the action, and where these were not apparent in the 
formal traditions, he seems to have made it his business to elicit them 
by deliberate inquiry. 

(2) Acts. Nearly all the material in the first twelve chapters is open 
to consideration from our present approach, though the incidence of 
striking examples of personal traditions is of course more limited. It 
is good to exhibit briefly the range of evidence, and its limitations, 
and to suggest that the plausibility of the best examples justifies the 
exercise. In any case the network of ostensible personal traditions is 
more extensive here than in the Gospel. There are the recurring 
perspectives of Peter, John, Philip and perhaps James (here however 
a different James, the brother of Jesus, not the son of Zebedee), and 
the occasional traditions which may be linked with the names of such 
as Ananias, Aeneas, Cornelius, Rhoda and later Aristarchus. Then 
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there are the interesting figures of Manaen and Mnason, neither 
presented as the ostensible source of a pericope, but both introduced 
in terms which highlight their possible function as bearers of 
tradition. Much of the remaining, less focused material presumes 
tradition in the churches of Jerusalem and Antioch, though in either 
case we could name individuals eligible to be the actual bearers of 
those traditions. Finally, we must not forget that the other, more 
direct categories of Acts material, beyond the segment we have 
chosen here for discussion, may be described as embodying the 
personal perspectives derived from Paul and from Luke himself. 

There is a prima facie conformity here between the Gospel and 
Acts, especially in the traditions which we have attributed to Peter in 
both parts of the work. But a fundamental question is raised about 
Luke's access to the persons involved, and this is difficult to answer 
precisely in the case of Peter, whose movements after departure into 
hiding in Acts 12:17 are unclear. Where and when could Luke have 
met him? Was it for instance in Palestine in 57-59 or in Rome in 60- 
62? Is there any significance in the silence of Acts 21-26 to suggest 
that Peter was not in Palestine in this period? Most of the other 
persons in the two lists were located in Palestine, though the point is 
of slight weight, for the material involved concerns the church in 
Palestine. Exceptions, like Ananias and Aristarchus, occur in passages 
which overlap with Pauline or Lukan perspectives anyhow, but 
Aristarchus in particular was a companion of the two principals on 
the voyages to and from Palestine. And the contribution of Ananias 
was already included in the ostensible conversion narrative of Paul 
(cf. Acts 22:12-16), quite apart from any implication of direct contact 
between him and Luke. 

(3) Implications and Conclusions. We have hitherto been fairly 
reserved about stating the possible implications of observation, 
referring to ‘Petrine perspectives’ or ‘traditions’ rather than trying to 
build prematurely on any assumption that Luke had interviewed 
Peter. But the thrust of our studies and comments has pointed 
increasingly to the confirmation of this hypothesis, and it is good to 
state the position frankly before we go further. I propose to argue that 
it is an important feature of Lukan criticism to recognize that Luke 
obtained parts of his material by interviewing participants, and that 
he sometimes edited older traditions by re-interviewing such 
surviving participants as may have been accessible to him, and that 
this process accounts for some of the significant ‘L-nuances’ in the 
Third Gospel. 

There are three important preliminary remarks necessary to guard 
against misunderstanding before we venture to enlarge upon this 
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proposition. 

(a) The legitimacy of this stance today. This approach is out of 
fashion, and to propose it may provoke a reaction which has nothing 
to do with the merit or demerit of the idea or with rigorously argued 
reasons for rejecting it.80 I am well aware of the proper importance of 
redactional study, but if modern techniques are applied 
mechanically, and exempted from the interplay of other disciplines 
and differing perspectives, the options become artificially narrowed. 
It seems rather a mark of insecurity than otherwise to insist on 
closing the debate. Any particular formulation of a special ‘critical 
orthodoxy’ will almost certainly be wrong in some areas where 
opinion is apt to change, and this is such an area. Scholarly orthodoxy 
can, in its way, exercise a conformist pressure as real as that of the 
most conservative religious orthodoxy. I count myself fortunate to be 
able to work in an ambience of perhaps unusual openness. 

(b) I make no pretence to originality in my basic contention. A 
surprisingly large number of scholars of distinction have held similar 
positions, though often as judgments expressed in an arbiter dictum 
and never followed up.8! It might even be claimed that in the longer 
perspective this is a normative kind of position, and that its modern 
rejection depends on a complex of reinterpretations. But in saying 
this I repeat my caution against the argument from counting heads 
and reputations when matters of evidence are at stake. 


80 I find myself condemned as ‘outdated’ in a recent survey of Actaforschung for 
having previously suggested an idea on these lines, but condemned in such dis- 
tinguished company as to feel highly flattered. But the question is not whether 
one is out of step with the latest thinking, a fault to which I must freely confess, 
but what is the most probable reading of the evidence. 

81 See esp. the discussion in Wikenhauser pp. 76-79. Among many other 
references may be mentioned: Knowling, ‘Acts’ (1900), pp. 16-18; Rackham, Acts 
(1901), pp. xli-xliii; Zahn, Einleitung 2 (1900), pp. 415-16 (= Introduction 3 [1909], 
pp. 127-28); J. Vernon Bartlet, Acts (1901), pp. 22-23; Harnack, Luke the Physician 
(1911), p. 157 (stressing information from Philip's daughters, but placing the link 
later at Hierapolis [if the same Philip]); Edmundson, Church in Rome (1913), p. 61 
(Philip as authority for Simon Magus story); F.H. Chase, Credibility (1902), pp. 
19-25; R.H. Connolly in JTS 37 (1936), pp. 375-76 (on Syriacisms and Luke's tra- 
ditional Antioch background); Bruce, Acts (1951), pp. 22, 387; A. Hastings, 
Prophet and Witness in Jerusalem (London, New York and Toronto: Longmans, 
Green and Co., 1958), pp. 30, 33-35 (noting esp. Simon of Cyrene = Simon Niger); 
V. Taylor IDB 3 (1962), p. 185; D. Guthrie, Introduction (1970), pp. 369-70, 377; 
J.W. Wenham, TB 23 (1972), p. 95 (arguing further that the Gospel was written in 
57-59 before the shipwreck destroyed Luke's notes from his informants). While 
these sources reflect a strong predominance of older British scholars, the strength 
of the case and the breadth of opinion represented in this selection is not to be 
discounted for that reason. 
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(c) There is need for a careful working out of this position, to offer 
a tentative reconstruction of the possible processes of composition, at 
least to show its feasibility in principle. Such a reconstruction cannot 
in the nature of the case be much more than conjectural, exempli 
gratia. It is a matter of plausibility, not of proof. But if at least it 
shows the possibility that something on these lines could be near the 
truth and accounts for different dimensions of the problem, it consti- 
tutes a challenge to the objector to explain so much of the setting 
better otherwise. 

If then our view of the ‘we-passages’ and so of authorship is 
correct, we may assert provisionally the likelihood of a relatively 
early date for the gathering of material. We shall not press any view 
of dating at this stage, prior to fuller discussion. It will suffice to 
admit here the possibility that Luke was engaged fairly early in 
collecting traditions, even if the redaction or finalization of the double 
work in its present form was considerably later. 

If Luke was a companion of Paul, when did he begin to under- 
stand the career of Paul as so significant in the earliest church? When 
and how did he first conceive the importance of writing the larger 
story, to join narratives of Jesus and the primitive church with his 
memoir of Paul? There are no means of answering such questions 
definitively. The Pauline part of his work need be conceived no later 
than the voyage to Jerusalem. It seems impossible to specify whether 
it might have been earlier. The grounds for this suggestion are simply 
the very specific account of the day-to-day details of the voyage, 
which probably imply the purposive keeping of a careful record at 
that stage. The earlier ‘we-passage’ of Acts 16 certainly exhibits 
similarly vivid reminiscence, and includes a statement of the stages of 
a short voyage (16:11-12), but nothing to suggest in comparable 
degree the conscious and concurrent keeping of a dated record. 

In this discussion we have been preoccupied with Acts, but this is 
only part of the much larger question of Luke-Acts. When did Luke 
conceive the idea of writing the Gospel, or the double work? The 
answer is unclear. If our suggestion about the Pauline part of Acts 
can stand, his first literary plans appear to antedate the production of 
Mark on any date usually considered viable for that earliest Gospel. 
Moreover, Luke refers in his Preface to ‘many’ previous writers (Lk. 
1:1), and purports to stand at the apex of a literary development. 
Even if we postulate a spate of pre-Markan compilations, we are still 
left with the apparent fact that Mark was itself a source. It may be 
that Luke's prefaces were written last, in the light of his progressive 
assimilation of sources even in the process of composition and that 
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his fitting of Markan material into a Q + L complex may reflect the 
sequence of accession and composition, apart from the supposition of 
an actual ‘Proto-Luke’.82 

It is also worth asking whether the concept or the execution of 
Acts preceded that of the Third Gospel. There is a tendency to reject 
this option prematurely because it may be held for an unnecessary 
and inappropriate reason, i.e. the dating of Acts before 70 and of 
Luke after. But Acts might precede Luke, at least in concept, even if 
both were pre-70, or both post-70. Could Acts, or a first draft of Acts, 
follow a pre-Markan Proto-Luke, whatever their dates? These are 
merely ideas, but they illustrate further the complexity of the 
variables. In fact the options are disconcertingly open, though less so 
in the case of Acts than for the Third Gospel. It seems possible that 
the idea of writing a Gospel was subsequent to the first promptings 
to the novelty of writing about the early church, or that the idea of a 
two-volume work was not original to Luke's first concept, even if the 
logic of the situation quickly impressed on him the need and 
opportunity. Was a companion of Paul, already recording material 
for a narrative in ostensibly historical form, likely to be uninterested 
in information about the earliest Jerusalem church which became 
newly accessible to him on arrival in Palestine? Are the references to 
Philip and Mnason, for a start, not plausibly explicable as reflections 
of a new dimension of facility to fulfill a formulated or developing 
purpose? 

The picture may tentatively be reconstructed in this way: Already 
having kept a purposeful record as early as the spring of 57, Luke 
found access in Palestine to traditions both of Jesus and of the earliest 
church, and he appreciated the possibility of eliciting better-focused 


82 The classic formulation of the ‘Proto-Luke’ theory is that of B.H. Streeter, The 
Four Gospels. A Study of Origins (London: Macmillan, 1936), pp. 199-222: cf. V. 
Taylor, Behind the Third Gospels. A Study of the Proto-Luke Hypothesis (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1926). See for later discussion S$. MacLean Gilmour, ‘A Critical 
Examination of Proto-Luke’, JBL 67 (1948), pp. 143-52; V. Taylor, ‘Important 
Hypotheses Reconsidered. 1. The Proto-Luke Hypothesis’, ExpT 67 (1955-56), 
pp. 12-16. Some of those who reject the full hypothesis would accept the 
observations made here (e.g. J.M. Creed in ExpT 46 [1934-35], p. 103), which 
need not require recognition of an actual draft document amenable to 
identification and analysis as a stage in composition. Others, such as C.S.C. 
Williams, ‘The Date of Luke-Acts’, ExpT 64 (1952-53), pp. 283-84; H.G. Russell, 
‘Which was written first, Luke or Acts?” HTR 48 (1955), pp. 167-74 have invoked 
Proto-Luke as an element in a more elaborate dating theory, where Proto-Luke 
precedes Acts before 70 and our present Third Gospel is seen as a post-70 
redaction incorporating the Markan material. 
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information by questioning the surviving eyewitnesses. Keenly sensi- 
tive to the imperfections and incompletenesses of the then-current 
written memoirs of Jesus, he conceived the larger plan of bringing 
together a narrative spanning those parts of the whole story of Jesus 
and the church to which he was able to obtain sufficient access. For 
the lifetime of Jesus he was much controlled by existing written 
tradition, within which he made a conservative treatment of the 
actual words attributed to Jesus, but edited the settings in the light of 
his investigative inquiry (perhaps this is the real force of ka@e€fjs in 
Lk. 1:3) and added many additional traditions, chiefly those placed in 
the long ‘travel-section’ (Lk. 9:51-19:27). At this conceptual stage, we 
might guess that Q existed in written form, but that Mark did not. 

There are obvious issues raised by this sort of suggestion which 
deserve an airing. We are postulating in Luke a treatment of evidence 
reminiscent of Polybius' claims (chapter 3 above), personal partici- 
pation supplemented by the critical questioning of eyewitnesses, and 
even a view of editorial selection as controlled by the accessibility 
and credentials of evidence. Such a position may seem to be cavalier 
towards Luke's theological purpose, while also arguing illegitimately 
from a parallel of dubious validity. But I am arguing the latter point 
only in a lower key against a denial: Luke was not necessarily or even 
probably a conscious follower of a particular tradition of historio- 
graphy, and he is not to be measured by the argument from parallels. 
But it is relevant to insist that serious standards of historical truth 
existed even before his day. If then he took it upon him to write a 
careful account and to improve on his predecessors, it seems natural 
enough to suppose that he applied what seemed to an educated man 
of his time the methods and standards most appropriate to his 
expressed desire to make a reliable record. And with regard to his 
purpose— it is enough to repeat here that his demonstrable care for 
accuracy of detail is at least a factor in his writing, and must be 
included in our assessment of him. The picture of the late theologian 
making free with the facts is one-sided and untenably simplistic. 
Apart from a more broadly balanced view of the qualities of Acts it is 
hard to explain the book even theologically. 

Another important, and often unconsidered, question is that of 
Luke's access to Peter. Again the unknown variables here seem to 
make it impossible to offer definite answers. There are two crucial 
points: (1) Do the Petrine traditions which form an important 
unifying element in Luke-Acts require us to believe that Luke had 
direct personal access to Peter rather than mediated traditions? (2) If 
so, can Peter's likely movements be reconstructed in any sufficient 
degree to indicate where or when Luke might have met him? 
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(1) This problem merits consideration with more rigour than often 
appears in advocates of the present approach. It has been suggested 
that Luke could have derived Petrine traditions from John Mark,83 
and this is both plausible and chronologically feasible, for Mark was 
apparently in Rome at the time of Paul's imprisonment there (Col. 
4:10; Phlm. 24). Or the Petrine traditions could have been mediated 
through Paul, whose first interview with Peter was presumably 
devoted in considerable degree to an extensive briefing (cf. lotopfjcat, 
Gal. 1:18).84 That, however, was already years in the past. 

No doubt we could try to make our point at such a fairly low level, 
developing plausible possibilities on these lines, and answering our 
first question negatively, and perhaps that is correct. But my reading 
of the texts inclines me increasingly to suppose personal contact with 
Peter. This makes the problem the more acute, though if the 
supposition is correct, it brings us yet nearer a major participant in 
both halves of the work. 

The basic grounds for this impression take us back to the exami- 
nation of Huck's Synopsis which underlies the tabulation above, and 
it will have to suffice here to confine my remarks on the Third Gospel 
to a representative pericope illustrating Luke's handling of a Petrine 
tradition largely paralleled in the other Synoptics, the Transfiguration 
narrative (Lk. 9:28-36; cf. Mk 9:2-8; Mt. 17:1-8). The following Lukan 
nuances call for comment: 

9:28 Luke has ‘about eight days after’ where Mk and Mt. both say 
‘after six days’. It should be noted that ‘eight days’ is the normal 
inclusive rendering of a ‘week’, and that Luke's version is accordingly 
a round-figure approximation, less precise than the others. 

9:28-29 Only Luke mentions the purpose of Jesus’ going as to 
pray, and that the following scene occurred in the context of Jesus’ 


83 Some of the writers mentioned in n. 81 above (Harnack, Knowling, etc.) take 
this view, without apparently raising the question of Luke's possible access to 
Peter himself. Chase (Credibility, p. 20), however, while also noting Mark among 
the likely sources, thought that Luke also probably talked with Peter in Rome. 
There have been other suggestions of a special link between Mark and Luke. 
Zahn, accepting a traditional view of the authorship of Mark's Gospel, argued 
that the author intended a continuation, and that Luke inherited his notes as a 
source for the early chapters of Acts. A somewhat similar view is propounded in 
A.E. Haefner, ‘The Bridge between Mark and Acts’, JBL 77 (1958), pp. 67-71, but 
is tied to a dubious analysis of the sources of Acts, following Harnack. Cf. also L. 
Dieu, ‘Marc Source des Actes?’, RB 29 = n.s. 16 (1920), pp. 555-69 and 30 = n.s. 17 
(1921), pp. 86-96. 

84 Cf. G.D. Kilpatrick, ‘Galatians 1:18 IZTOPHZAI KHAN’, New Testament 
Essays. Studies in Memory of Thomas Walter Manson 1893-1958, ed. A.J.B. Higgins 
(Manchester University Press, 1959), pp. 144-49. 
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praying. 

9:30 The visual detail of two men speaking with Jesus is given 
before their identity is specified. 

9:31 The subject of the conversation is described. This is quite 
unparalleled. 

9:32 An additional passage describes the sleepiness of Peter and 
his companions, but insists afresh that they were awake to witness 
Jesus’ glory and the two men standing with him. 

9:33 Peter's bewildered outburst is set in the unique context of the 
statement that the two men were parting from Jesus. 

9:33b While the emotions of the group (Mk 9:6) are omitted, the 
note of Peter's own bewilderment is retained in brief, parenthetical 
form. Matthew has no parallel. 

9:34 The version ends with the coming of a cloud while Peter is 
still speaking (cf. Mt. 17:5), but the disciples’ fear at entering the cloud 
is peculiar to Luke. 

9:36 Only Luke associates their awareness of Jesus alone with the 
divine voice. (Only Matthew specifies Jesus’ return to comfort them, 
Mt. 17:6-7). 

9:36b The concluding statement of the disciples’ awed silence is 
peculiar to Luke. 

These details raise interesting questions of interpretation. It is easy 
to note, for instance, that 9:31 makes a theological point, looking 
forward to Jesus’ destined death. But most or all of them are very 
natural if seen as elicited by an interlocutor working from a tradition 
similar to that of Mark, going over the story with a participant to 
clarify significant points in his testimony. Each item could be recast, 
in a sort of form-critical exercise, as an answer to a specific 
interviewer's question: How long after? What was the first thing you 
saw? There was actual conversation— did you hear what was said? 
How did you feel? If so sleepy, are you really sure about what you 
thought you saw? What prompted you to cry out like that? How 
exactly did the vision end? How did you react when the cloud came? 
Did you tell anyone else at the time? 

All this gives us no more than one sample of a phenomenon which 
might be studied elsewhere in Luke wherever a suitable comparative 
basis exists. My case rests in this point on the plausibility and not the 
factuality of my suggested line of interpretation. The fact that the 
chosen incident concerns supernatural or ecstatic experience perhaps 
only points the issue the more sharply: the interviewer wants to be 
quite clear about points in the testimony to purported personal 
experience of such unusual character. 
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Some other interim observations are in order here. (1) The 
approximation in Lk. 9:28 is particularly interesting. It may be the 
mark of a careful writer to be imprecise where definiteness is not 
warranted: he is unwilling to press the current hesitancy of an infor- 
mant into the convenient mould of other tradition. (2) The tradition 
first known to Luke was not necessarily identical with our written 
Mark, and the relationship with Mark may not be simple, and needs 
further study.85 (3) The ‘Petrine’ passages are not necessarily derived 
exclusively from Peter, but the versions of companion disciples may 
sometimes be included. It is still relevant to stress the specially 
Petrine perspectives in the passage before us and elsewhere. 

The methodological approach to Acts must be a little different for 
want of the like comparative material. The case here must rest largely 
on incidents like the release from prison and the Cornelius episode, 
which show strongly Petrine perspectives, that could not easily have 
been derived otherwise than from Peter, and where the picture loses 
focus outside the experience of Peter or other identified participants. 

We may claim that, at one level of analysis, there are two types of 
tradition in Luke-Acts, that which comes from inaccessible sources 
which redaction cannot assimilate to Lukan formulations, and that 
from accessible sources to which Luke can apply a more investigative 
method and achieve a more selective control in presentation. If this is 
justified, the Petrine passages seem at least to include some in the 
latter category, an observation not inconsistent with the recognition 
that Luke inherited much tradition about Peter in the former category 
from the primitive church. The Petrine traditions are a test-case of 
special difficulty. Our study of the Transfiguration is offered as 
representative of an approach applicable to other personal sources 
also. And if the case of Peter is pressed, we must assume that Luke 
had access to him. Our second question must then be taken into 
account. 


85 Iam reckoning throughout with the probability that Mark is not earlier than 
c. 60, aware that most scholars today would want to put it somewhat later, often 
in the lead-up to the destruction of Jerusalem. It seems however that its dating is 
open, and the prospects of fixing Mark through Luke-Acts may be better than the 
converse. I should not exclude a date earlier than 60, nor advocate it. An un- 
necessarily (and perhaps improbably) early date is no more warranted than 
excluded. It seems likely on such assumptions that Luke was already gathering 
materials before the appearance of Mark and that the processes of composition 
were not then tied neatly to questioning witnesses with Mark's text already in his 
hand. A difficulty has been felt in any notion that the two Gospels could have 
been produced close together in time and milieu. But even this seems explicable, 
should our inquiry point in this direction, if Mark preceded a larger double work 
already in gestation before the inclusion of Mark as a major source. 
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(2) We lose sight of Peter for most of Acts after he departed ‘to 
another place’ after release from prison at Acts 12:17, an incident 
apparently placed just before the death of Herod Agrippa I in 44. He 
was however in Jerusalem at the time of Paul's second visit there 
(Gal. 2:9), probably c. 46, and he subsequently travelled to Antioch 
(Gal. 2:11), if only for a short visit as a delegate of the Jerusalem 
church. He reappears in Jerusalem in Acts 15:7 at the Apostolic 
Council in 49.86 Next, the invocation of his name by some of Paul's 
critics at Corinth (1 Cor. 1:12; cf. 3:22) is most probably understood to 
imply that he had visited that city between Paul's departure in 52 and 
the writing of the letter c. 54-55, perhaps in the company of Barnabas, 
who seems by then to have been known personally to the Corinthians 
(1 Cor. 9:6).87 We have two epistles bearing Peter's name, of which 
only the first purports to give details which might prove relevant, 
being addressed to recipients in five provinces of Asia Minor (1 Pet. 
1:1) from ‘Babylon’ (1 Pet. 5:13), a name here generally taken as a 
symbol for Rome, where Mark is with him and whence he sends 
Silvanus (Silas) as his emissary.88 

Such is the extent of the ostensible New Testament evidence, but 
we have to reckon also with the early and persistent tradition which 
connects Peter with Rome. It is beyond all serious doubt that Peter 
ended his life in Rome, though the dates of his presence there are 
wide open to debate. The earliest reference to his martyrdom, and 
that of Paul, is in 1 Clem. 5.4-5, written from Rome before the end of 
the century, and the two apostles together are seen as joint-founders 
of the Roman church by Irenaeus (Adv. Haer. 3.3.1, Latin). 


86 Pace the view of D.F. Robinson, ‘Where and When Did Peter Die?’ JBL 64 
(1945), pp. 255-67 and Warren M. Smaltz, ‘Did Peter Die in Jerusalem?’ JBL 71 
(1952), pp. 211-16. These writers maintain that Peter died in c. 44, and the ‘other 
place’ of Acts 12:17 is a euphemistic or allegorical allusion to his death. Robinson 
has to resort not only to rejection or alteration of Acts 15 but has also to see inter- 
polation or textual alteration in Gal. 2. 

87 I am not however sure of the suggestion that this was a stop in transit to 
Rome. The evidence points strongly to the route south of Crete as the normal 
way from the Levant to Rome by ship (cf. chapter 4, pp. 134f.), and if Peter went 
by Corinth it seems more likely that his visit was deliberate and prearranged, 
and to that extent a more significant treading of Pauline territory. A visit by Peter 
to Corinth remains plausible, as does the possibility that Barnabas accompanied 
him, though the inevitably conjectural nature of both propositions must be 
acknowledged. 

88 The point of the early association of Peter with Rome would hold even if it be 
taken that 1 Peter is pseudonymous. It may be noted, however, that the provin- 
cial terminology of 1 Pet. 1:1 is suitable to the situation before Vespasian's reor- 
ganization in 72, though that point is not to be pressed (cf. C.J. Hemer, ‘The 
Address of 1 Peter’, ExpT 89 [1978], pp. 239-43). 
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Other traditions are much less compelling. Eusebius records that 
Peter followed the heresiarch Simon Magus to Rome in the reign of 
Claudius and opposed him there as he had in Samaria (HE 2.13-14; 
cf. Acts 8:9-24).89 The supposed twenty-five year bishopric of Peter 
in Rome has then sometimes been linked with this and with Peter's 
departure in Acts 12:17 to suggest he was in Rome in the early forties, 
and that the twenty-five years reflect an association with Rome 
extending intermittently from then to his martyrdom, a period boldly 
dated c. 42-67.90 In fact we know so little of his movements that an 
early visit to Rome cannot be excluded, though not even the better 
arguments for this are persuasive. Thus some scholars have made 
much of identifying the ‘other place’ of Acts 12:17, J.W. Wenham 
making it Rome, $.G.F. Brandon Alexandria, but both seeing Luke's 
imprecision as a cover to avoid an embarrassing admission.%! But the 
phrase els €tepov tétov is most likely simply to signify ‘into hiding’. 
The place was not embarrassing for Luke; it was just immaterial.92 

It is also suggested that Peter may have gone to Rome about 55, 
and his inferred presence at Corinth near this time provides a useful 
circumstantial link, to suggest he visited that city on his way to 
Rome. The edict of Claudius against the Jews, which we have dated 
to 49, probably lapsed on his death, and a new door was opened. 
There is certainly a flourishing Roman church with a strong Jewish 
base as early as the writing of Romans in 57.93 It has been 


89 It is not clear from Eusebius’ wording whether Justin or Irenaeus, both of 
whom he has previously cited, is his authority for this part of his account. For 
argument in defence of this early visit of Peter to Rome see Edmundson, Church 
in Rome, pp. 59-65. 

90 Thus J.W. Wenham, ‘Did Peter Go to Rome in AD 42?’ TB 23 (1972), pp. 94- 
102. 

91 Wenham, pp. 95, 99, suggesting that it would not have been tactful to draw 
attention in Acts to the foundation of the Roman church by a fugitive from 
justice; cf. Brandon, The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian Church (London: SPCK, 
1951), pp. 210-12, who makes much of an argument from Luke's silence about 
Alexandrian Christianity. 

92 Cf. generally MM, BAGD. For the recurring tendency to read far-reaching 
(and incompatibly diverse) hypotheses into supposed reticences underlying this 
generalized form of expression cf. n. 86 above. 

93 This point does not depend on the personalia of Romans 16, which are often 
taken to have belonged originally to a letter to Ephesus or elsewhere. The 
difficulty over the closing chapters of Romans has a base in the textual problem 
of the diverse placing of the doxology printed by UBS} in square brackets as Rom. 
16:25-27 (cf. T.W. Manson, ‘St. Paul's Letter to the Romans— and Others’, BJRL 
31 [1948], pp. 224-40). There is however no necessary difficulty in the idea that 
Paul had many previous acquaintances then in Rome, in view of the remarkable 
new mobility of people under the Roman peace and the fact that Rome itself was 
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conjectured that in Rom. 15:20 Paul is indicating a scrupulous care 
not to trespass on territory already occupied by Peter.94 T.W. 
Manson argued that Peter had visited Rome some time in the period 
55-60, and that Mark had been his éppnveutis there (Euseb. HE 
3.39.15) before his departure from that visit (cf. Anti-Marconite 
Prologue [post excessionem ipsius Petri]; Irenaeus adv. Haer. 3.1.1 
{ueta 5€ Thv TovTwy (Peter and Paul) &€08ov]).95 Mark himself was 
apparently in Rome at least in the subsequent period of Paul's 
imprisonment there, if we may accept the relevance to that period of 
Col. 4:10 and Phim. 24. 

We are left with a persisting uncertainty over Peter's movements. 
The whole question is largely a matter of conjecture from doubtful 
allusions and ambiguous and occasionally contradictory traditions. 
There is almost certainly much tradition of real value, but beset by 
such uncertainties of contextual interpretation that we cannot 
synthesize a firm base from which to attempt to fill the crucial gaps. It 
may best sum up my impression of the range of probabilities to 
suggest that it seems doubtful that Peter visited Rome in the forties, 
so far as our information goes, very possible that he did so about the 
mid-fifties, and almost certain that he ended his life there, 
presumably at some time in the sixties. The last period is really the 
one of crucial interest. It appears that he was associated with Paul at 
this stage, though again the chronology of such an association is 
unclear. It cannot for instance be inferred from Clement's words that 
they were martyred at the same time. The basic choice may perhaps 
be reformulated into two likely options: either Peter was based in 
Jerusalem until a fairly advanced date, subject to visits elsewhere and 


the focus of their aspirations. 
94 Edmundson, Church in Rome, pp. 27-29. 
95 Manson, BJRL 28 (1944), pp. 130-31. It is not clear that there are good 
grounds for reading @€080¢ and excessio as euphemisms for ‘death’ rather than 
straightforwardly of ‘departure’. The citation from Papias in Euseb. HE 3.39.15 
does not necessarily support the assumption that Mark wrote after Peter's death. 
Manson's alternative inferences are of course equally uncertain, but the openness 
of the question must be recognized, and his conjecture is attractive. One might 
speculate that in any case the Christian presence in Rome was so crucially stra- 
tegic that as soon as the death of Claudius re-opened the way for Jews to flood 
back, the Jerusalem church would see the importance of sending an emissary of 
the highest standing to help establish the renewed community. Peter, as apostle 
and eyewitness, and a veteran of Jewish-Gentile meeting and controversy, was at 
the least pre-eminently fitted for the task. 

Edmundson argues that Peter was in Rome c. 42-45, in Antioch c. 47-54 and in 
Rome again c. 54-56 (Church in Rome, pp. 75-85). Wenham does not refer to this 
fuller statement of a view essentially similar to his own. 
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perhaps to Rome, or else his association with Rome was earlier and 
more nearly consecutive than we should gather from the New 
Testament evidence alone. In the former case it is likely enough that 
he was in Palestine as late as 57-59, in the latter that he was involved 
with Rome by 60-62. But this still leaves us with a problem of silence. 
The silence of Acts is readily explained. The self-effacing Luke had no 
occasion to specify ‘I talked with Peter’, when such interviews did 
not belong to his actual story and presumably took place in one of the 
captivity interludes in Paul's career. He did not need to mention his 
access to Peter, for that was presumably known to his first audience. 
It sufficed to hint occasionally in such passages as we have tabulated 
where in particular he was drawing on Peter's knowledge. We must 
however recognize the absence of any greetings from Peter in those 
epistles which we take Paul to have written from his Roman 
captivity, a point partly offset by the ostensible association of Peter 
with Mark and Silvanus (Silas) in 1 Pet. 5:12-13. Paul's fate in 62 is a 
crux yet to be considered more fully; Peter was surely in Rome in the 
period following. 

That is perhaps as far as we can take the question here. We turn 
back finally to the person of Luke himself. His personality and move- 
ments so far may be briefly summarized in conclusion. He first 
appears at Acts 16:10 at Troas, is lost to view at Philippi and 
reappears there at 20:5. He then accompanies Paul to Jerusalem, 
keeping a close record of the voyage, and is keenly stimulated by the 
new facility of access to sources for Jesus and the primitive church 
opened even by his first contacts in Palestine. It is in some such 
setting, we conjecture, that the concept developed for what grew into 
Luke-Acts, and that he occupied himself collecting materials in the 
period of Paul's Caesarean imprisonment in 57-59. The desire to give 
a reliable account was included in his purpose, and he adopted 
procedures of verifying sources which seemed appropriate to this 
facet of his intention. Comparison with the best ideals of existing 
historiography is suggestive in this context. Upon Paul's release, Luke 
accompanied him to shipwreck and to Rome, and was again 
presumably resident there through the period of Paul's captivity and 
aware of its conclusion. If we take the further step of identifying him 
with the traditional ‘Luke the physician’, this presence is attested in 
Col. 4:14 and Phim. 24, which we assign to that time. 

We have noted the indecisiveness of the traditional arguments 
from medical language and the like, and decline to build any 
arguments on this assumption. The fact remains, however, that the 
traditional ascription is strongly attested and there is no serious 
alternative contender in the field. I am content to accept the 
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identification of the author with Luke the physician but not to build 
on it.% 

The source question is a vast problem on which we have touched 
only briefly. It does seem that there is a positive point to be made 
through the attempt to trace a common method of treating sources in 
Luke-Acts, and to find such a link in the notion of a redaction 
involving the questioning of eyewitnesses. I submit for consideration 
the pilot study of the Transfiguration pericope, where the Lukan 
peculiarities may be explained form-critically as deriving from replies 
of an eyewitness to questions of the author/redactor and directed to 
clarify the tradition known to him. 

In all the foregoing a distinction should be drawn between Luke's 
gathering of material and his finished work. This discussion is not of 
the dating of Acts, but lays a necessary foundation for that further 
topic. So far as this stage of the study takes us, it is still open whether 
the actual composition of the book was delayed beyond the 
assemblage of sources. The suspicion of successive drafts of the 
Gospel and the different textual editions of Acts add ostensible force 
to the contention that the processes were complex and so presumably 


96 Other identifications of the author from within the Pauline circle have been 
suggested in modern times, but are ingenious rather than convincing. Such is 
James A. Blaisdell, The Authorship of the “We” Sections of the Book of Acts’, 
HTR 13 (1920) 136-58, who identifies the ‘Diarist’ with Epaphras = Epaphro- 
ditus. While making some acute points, like the absence of mention of Luke in 
the greetings of Philippians, itself however an argumentum ex silentio, he strains 
probability elsewhere, as in the supposition that Epaphras came conveniently 
from an existing ministry in Colosse to meet Paul at his arrival in Troas. The 
cities are well over 200 miles apart, and our only knowledge of this Epaphras 
ostensibly years later. There have been similar theories propounded about 
Timothy, Silas and Titus (see M. Goguel, Introduction au Nouveau Testament, 
Tome III: Le Livre des Actes [Paris: Leroux, 1922]). 

The question has given occasion to many more curious conjectures. Such is 
the article of P.-L. Couchoud and R. Stahl, ‘Les deux auteurs des Actes des 
Apdtres’, RHR 97 (1928), pp. 6-52, which attributes the book to Marcion and Cle- 
ment of Rome (using the alternative forms of Jerusalem, Lystra [but see p. 110 
above for heteroclitic declension], and other expressions to posit diversity of 
authorship, and drawing inferential portraits of the characters of the persons to 
fit the supposed authors). For good measure Couchoud and Stahl conjecturally 
invoke Clement also as corrector of the Pauline epistles, author or corrector of the 
Pastorals, and redactor of John's Gospel. 

The ancient references to Luke imply knowledgeable tradition rather than 
mere inference. We are not however concerned to pursue too far a question of 
marginal significance. The central point is that the writer was a companion of 
Paul: his particular identity with Luke is secondary, unless we insist on involving 
arguments from medical language or practice. 
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extended in time. We have focused here mainly on the Palestine 
period 57-59. In the next chapter we must wrestle with the 
implications of the ending of Acts and its aftermath. Our next focus 
will be upon Rome and beyond. 


Chapter 9 
The Date of Acts 


Although the historicity of Acts is not directly at stake in a decision 
about its date, yet that decision has a significant bearing on the way 
we formulate many other questions. The topic overlaps with other 
facets like authorship, and is at least an important tributary in 
establishing an overall view of Acts and a touchstone of alternative 
theories. 

Some hypotheses postulate, for instance, a ‘Lukan’ theological per- 
spective belonging to a decisively later period, or require a long lapse 
of time for the necessary processes of tradition-history. In view of the 
prevalence of such positions, it may be temerarious to suggest that 
most of the arguments offered for a later (or indeed for an earlier) 
date are curiously indecisive. A prima facie consideration of Robin- 
son's Redating shows how open the question really is, and how ten- 
uous the arguments by which it has often been prematurely closed. 
The arguments used on both sides of the debate are often of the kind 
which may confirm an opinion in one already convinced, rather than 
meeting the objections of an opponent with a different reconstruction 
of the situation. The argument for early date drawn from the abrupt 
ending of Acts is an inadequate basis, though it offers a neat recon- 
struction and may be a valuable confirmatory consideration for one 
who is convinced of the early date upon a different and broader base. 

Our study of detail has uncovered much material which is not 
easily explained as the product of reflective editing. It seems that 
some considerable weight should be given to this ‘immediacy’ factor. 
One would expect a voyage-narrative to become reduced and sche- 
matized even in the mind of a participant when it had lain untapped 
for an extended time. An important factor in the study of detail in 
Acts is the marked variation in its presentation, in the varying extent 
to which it has been shaped by tradition or hearsay. We can find 
among the stones on a beach a significant mingling of those which 
have been wave-worn and smoothed with those which have been 
freshly broken from the primeval rock. That is an image apt to 
redaction-critical study: the rough pieces stand closest to the final 
state of the book, and have been least shaped. It is this valid percep- 
tion that underlies the ultimately unconvincing evaluation of Acts 
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which attributes these unshaped pieces to a diary-source deriving 
from far back which then a later author incorporated unadjusted. Is it 
not more convincing to suppose that these are among the latest 
pieces, newly quarried from the rock and only briefly removed from 
the events? The ‘immediacy’ of the whole of the later chapters, and 
not of the ‘we-passages’ alone, is to be contrasted with the indications 
of a more distant and ‘secondary’, still carefully reported, treatment 
of the Jerusalem church at the beginning of the book.! If the dating 
of the book is removed further from its later events, the pattern of 
differences seems progressively more difficult to explain without 
resorting to unnecessary hypotheses which in turn only complicate 
the situation to be explained. 

The early dating of Acts has a lengthy and worthy pedigree, and 
has only been discounted in recent scholarship under the influence of 
strong recent trends. One can only be dubious about the kind of scho- 
larship which argues from counting heads. Here it might be diversely 
used. If we are principally concerned to indicate agreement with the 
leaders of the present fashion, any form of dissent may easily be re- 
jected as improper and dated. The different convergence of older 
scholars may then be rationalized as work superannuated by new 
developments. What is worrying about that is that the same new de- 
velopers have not addressed themselves with sufficient rigour to the 
necessary historical elements of the problem. On grounds of evidence 
one finds people such as J.B. Lightfoot still holding the field, save in 
areas (like the Galatian question) where they have been decisively 
rendered out of date by newly discovered evidence. But the new 
approaches to Acts are not impelled by new discovery; as we have 
shown, they have rather held surprisingly aloof from new discovery, 
so that the basic literary and epigraphic groundwork of testing the 
details of Acts has been neglected, in favour of techniques of 
internalistic analysis. This is rather a shift of approach and opinion 
than an advance, and this shift sometimes consciously and explicitly 
sits loose to any concern with the evidential base. 


The State of the Question 


It would be a lengthy and unnecessary task to attempt an exhaustive 
collection of diverse opinions about the date of Acts, but it will 
perhaps help to clarify the profile of the spectrum to tabulate a fairly 
representative range assembled in the course of reading. The placings 
of Acts are here set in rough chronological order, and have included 


1 Cf. the language of Eusebius, HE 3.4.6, in writing of Acts (as contrasted with 
this Gospel): As otkétt 8t" dkofis df8adrpois S& tapadaBwy ouvveTtdEato. 
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in the text the dates of the publications by way of showing at a glance 
the persistence of the same essential dichotomies of approach. The list 
is inevitably somewhat arbitrary, for many writers whose views are 
material to the discussion are not explicit on this point, or tacitly 
subsume their working assumptions under the answers to different 
questions. 
F. Blass 57-59. Evangelium secundum Lucam (Leipzig: 
Teubner, 1897), p. Ixxix; cf. Philology of the Gospels 
(London: Macmillan, 1898), pp. 33-34.2 
R.B. Rackham _ During Paul's Roman imprisonment; completed by 
64. JTS 1 (1899-1900), pp. 76-87; Acts (Sth edn, 
1910), pp. I-lv. 
A. von Harnack early 60's. The Date of Acts and of the Synoptic Gospels 
(1911), pp. 92-93, 114-16.3 
G. Edmundson _ Before 62. Church in Rome (1913), p. 32. 
C.C. Torrey 64. The Composition and Date of Acts (1916), p. 67; 
AJT 23 (1919), p. 193.4 
P.S. Bihel Immediately after 62. Antonianum 5 (1930), pp. 293- 
300. 
A.T. Robertson 63. [SBE (1939) 1.42. 
E.M. Blaiklock Early sixties. Acts (1959), p. 17. 
P. Parker 62-63. JBL 84 (1965), pp. 52-58. 
R.R. Williams —_ Before about 64. Acts (1953), p. 21. 
E.R. Goodenough Early sixties. SLA (1966), p. 58.5 
J. Munck Early sixties. Acts (1967), p. liv. 
F.V. Filson _ Early (before Peter's arrival in Rome). Apostolic 
History (Festschrift Bruce), ed. Gasque and Martin 


2 A dating so early may now be treated as little more than a curiosity depen- 
dent on the antedated chronology of the succession of Festus to Felix. But the 
fixed date from the Gallio inscription now suffices to push the events in the last 
chapters of the book beyond this date for its writing. Blass however placed it in 
Paul's Roman imprisonment, and so in principle agrees completely with the con- 
siderable list following. 

3 Harnack changed his mind progresively in favour of earlier datings. 
Originally he favoured a date between 78 and 93, but already inclined to the 
early date when writing his Acts (pp. 290ff.), while then deferring to contrary 
opinion. His Date of Acts represents his final and considered position. 

4 Torrey dates the Roman imprisonment in 62-64. He places the former half of 
Acts (his I Acts) as early as 50 to precede the Gospel c. 60. 

5 Goodenough's view must be noted as an example of the complex diversity of 
judgments, as he combines the early date with the claim that Acts is fictional. 
There is no logical necessity that those who uphold a high degree of historical 
reliability will also advocate an early date of composition, although it is obvious 
that the earlier the date of composition the greater the likelihood of historical 
accuracy. It is noteworthy, however, that some of the strongest defenders of Luke 
have not been among the advocates of the earliest date-stratum. 
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D. Guthrie 

AJ. Mattill 

B. Reicke 

E.F. Harrison 
J.A.T. Robinson 


R.E. Longenecker 
J. Finegan 


V.E. Vine 

A. Wikenhauser 
F.F. Bruce 

H.G. Russell 


C.S.C. Williams 
M. Schneckenburger 


J. Dupont 
E.E. Ellis 


I.H. Marshall 


T.W. Manson. 


(1970), pp. 76-77.6 

(Implicitly) before 64. Introduction (3rd edn, 1970), 
pp. 340-48.7 

Before the end of Paul's imprisonment. Apostolic 
History (1970), p. 122; cf. CBQ 40 (1978), pp. 335-50. 
62. Studies in New Testament and Early Christian 
Literature (Festschrift Wikgren) ed. D.E. Aune 
(NovT Supp 33 [1972]), p. 134. 

About 62. Acts (1975), p. 20. 

Completed 62+. Redating (1976), pp. 116, 352.8 

c. 64. Acts (1981), p. 238. 

Near the end of Paul's imprisonment. The 
Archaeology of the New Testament. The Mediterranean 
World of the Early Christian Apostles (Boulder, 
Colorado: Westview and London: Croom Helm, 
1981), p. 6. 

c. 62-64. ExpT 96 (1984-85), pp. 45-48. 

End of Paul's imprisonment; later— after Paul's 
death. Geschichtswert, pp. 45-46; Introduction 
(1958), p. 343.9 

c. 62; later ‘towards 70’. Acts (2nd edn, 1952), pp. 
10-14; NBC (revised, 1970), p. 969. 

pre-70. HTR 48 (1955), pp. 167-74. 

Prefers c. 66-70. Acts (1957), p. 15. 

Between 66 and 70. Uber den Zweck der 
Apostelgeschichte (Bern: Fischer, 1841), reported by 
Gasque. History of Criticism, p. 39.10 

After Paul's death. FTL 26 (1953), p. 306, n. 32. 
Early; in Paul's generation; perhaps Luke- Acts 
around 70. NTS 26 (1980), p. 500, cf. p. 488; cf. Luke 
(1966), pp. 50-52, 56-57. 

Perhaps towards 70. Acts (1980), p. 48. Cf. 
Apostolic History (1970), pp. 97-98, where he argues 
against a post-70 date. 

Published 64-70 or the years immediately following. 
BJRL 28 (1944), p. 392; cf. pp. 400, 403.11 


6 This depends on a late coming of Peter to Rome, strongly at variance with the 
opinions considered above. 

7 Guthrie gives an admirable discussion for and against the principal alter- 
natives without offering a formal conclusion, but from the balance of his argu- 
ment it is clear that he favours this option. 

8 Robinson maintains that the process of composition for Acts, as yet more in 
the case of Gospels, was under way well before this. He mentions the date 57, 
which accords with our remarks on the collection of material. 

9 This evidently represents a significant change of judgment, though the span 
of years is relatively short. 

10 Schneckenburger first raised the interpretation of Acts 8:26 as a proposed ter- 
minus post quem in 66. 

11 Manson elsewhere makes the significant point that the date of Mark may be ‘a 
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J.B. Lightfoot 


A.C. Headlam 


J.V. Bartlet 
RJ. Knowling 
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Probably early seventies, after fall of Jerusalem. A 
Dictionary of the Bible, ed. Sir William Smith and 

J.M. Fuller (London: John Murray, 2nd edn, 1893), p. 
40.12 

Shortly after 70. ‘Acts of the Apostles’, HDB 1 

(1900), p. 30. 

Perhaps 72-74. Acts (1901), p. 19. 

To be determined by date of Luke, citing views of 
Lightfoot and Headlam with approval, but himself 
noncommittal. Acts (1900), p. 36. 


T.Zahn 75. Einleitung (2nd edn, 1900) 2.436 and 440-41 n. = 
Introduction, 3.159, 164-65n. 
T.E. Page — Post-70. Acts (1900), pp. xvii-xviii. 
DJ. Williams About 75. Acts (1985), p. xxvi. 
R.P.C. Hanson = After 70. Acts (1967), p. 29. 
W. Neil Doubts early date. Acts (1973), p. 29. 


W.K. Lowther Clarke 


A. Plummer 


No objection to a date before Paul's death, but c. 80 
more satisfactory. Theology 4 (1922), p. 320. 
Not later than c. 80. St. Luke (4th ed, 1901), p. xxxi. 


H.A.W. Meyer _ c. 80. Acts (1877) 1.15. 
WG. Kimmel — 70-90. Introduction (1973), p. 151. 
W.M. Ramsay Immediately after 81. SPTR (1896), p. 387.13 
A.A.T. Ehrhardt 75-90. Acts (1965), p. 4. 
E.Trocmé Last quarter of Ist century. Livre des Actes (1957), p. 


G.H.C. Macgregor 


71. 
c. 85. Interpreter’s Bible (1954) ‘Acts’, p. 22. 


M.-E. Boismard Not before 80. RB 61 (1954), p. 275. 
G. Schneider 80-90. Apostelgeschichte (1980) 1.121. 
A. Weiser 80-90. Apostelgeschichte (1981) 1.40. 
D.Juel 80-90. Luke-Acts. The Promise of History (Atlanta: 
John Knox Press, 1983), p. 7. 
R. Maddox _ Ejghties or early nineties. The Purpose of Luke-Acts 
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1982), p. 9. 
M.Goguel 85-90. Les premiers temps de !église (Neuchatel and 


Paris: Delachaux et Niestlé, 1949), p. 32. 


few years earlier than is usually thought likely. A date before 60 would be quite 
possible’ (BJRL 28 [1944], p. 131n.). 

12 Lightfoot rejects both the interpretations given to Acts 8:26 and to Lk. 21:20-24 
as setting a terminus, but he also doubts the argument from the ending of the 
book to an early date (p. 27). 

13 It is surprising that a writer so commonly regarded as an archetypal apologist 
should hold a date relatively later than many less conservative writers. It may in- 
deed be that Ramsay changed his mind, especially in view of Harnack's early 
dating, and there are indications at least that he regarded c. 80 as the latest suit- 
able date. But in any case he was by no means a traditionalist, as he has been por- 
trayed, and rather attained his final opinions by hard-won advances from a 
Tubingen position. I cannot find that he devoted explicit discussion to the ques- 
tion in his later writings. 
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FJ. Foakes Jackson 


Before c. 90. Acts (1931), p. ix. 


H. Windisch Eighties or nineties; possibly 100-110. BC (1922) 

2.309. 
A.H. McNeile — c. 90. Introduction (1st edn, 1927), p. 36 = (2nd edn, 
1953), p. 37.14 
M. Dibelius —_c. 90. Studies (1956) from German (1951), pp. 72, 
135. 
EJ. Goodspeed cc. 90. New Solutions of New Testament Problems 
(University of Chicago Press, 1927), pp. 94-103; 
Introduction (1937), pp. 191-97. 
J. Roloff —c. 90. Apostelgeschichte (1981), pp. 5-6. 
B.H. Streeter —_c. 90-95. The Four Gospels (London: Macmillan, 


H. Conzelmann 
G. Bornkamm 


1936), pp. 529, 535. 
After 93. Apostelgeschichte (1963), p. 2.15 
Towards end of the first century, at earliest. Paul 


(London: Hodder, 1971), p. xv, from German (1969). 


J. Moffatt — c. 100. Introduction (3rd edn, 1918), p. 312. 
W. Schmithals 90-110. Das Evangelium nach Lukas (1980), p. 9. 
A. Jiilicher 100-105. Introduction (1904), p. 434. 
P.W. Schmiedel —_ 105-130. EB 1 (1899), p. 50. 
J.C. O'Neill — 115-130. Theology of Acts (1961), pp. 21, 25. 
J. Knox 125. SLA (1966), p. 286. 
H. K6éster 135. Reported by F. Neirynck, ETL 59 (1983), p. 365 


from Introduction (1980) 2.310. 

This range of opinion overlies a huge variety of divergent and 
often contradictory criteria and arguments. The task of assembling 
this list has often seemed frustrating, for some of the most significant 
scholars have not committed themselves to an easily tabulated figure, 
and many others have argued for a specific inferential redactional 
setting without appearing to make any attempt to relate it to a 
convincing reconstruction supported by hard evidence of appropriate 
date. It is disturbing to see how many of the incompatibilities rest on 
tenuous approximations or obiter dicta based on the mechanical 
application of one or two debatable termini. 

It might indeed be argued that the question of date is of secondary 
importance partly subsumed under such fundamental overlapping 
questions as those of authorship and sources. There is some truth in 
this, and certainly a decision about the date does not itself prove any- 
thing for our larger theme. It does however provide another avenue 
into the same complex of questions, and a conclusion may serve as 
another straw in the wind, another pointer to discrimination between 


14 The second edition was revised by C.S.C. Williams, but this passage, which 
remains unchanged, represents McNeile's opinion, and not that of Williams, who 
held to a much earlier date. 

15 On this influential work cf. the perceptive review by R.P.C. Hanson in JTS 
n.s. 15 (1964), pp. 371-75, esp. 373 on Conzelmann's dating. 
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essential alternatives. 

Among the criteria and termini which receive recurring mention 
are the following: (1) the end of Paul's imprisonment, perhaps AD 62; 
(2) the fire of Rome and the Neronian persecution, AD 64-65; (3) the 
outbreak of the Jewish War, AD 66; (4) the destruction of Gaza, AD 66 
(Jos. BJ 2.18.1.460); (5) the traditional death of Paul, perhaps c. AD 67; 
(6) the fall of Jerusalem, AD 70; (7) the date of Mark, much debated, 
and itself argued upon a similarly diverse group of proposed ter- 
mini;16 (8) the date of the Third Gospel, commonly placed at various 
dates after AD 70, or of a hypothetical ‘proto-Luke’, often placed well 
before 70; (9) the likely active life-span of a companion of Paul, often 
placed +80, but wholly uncertain; (10) the insertion of the Curse of the 
Minim into the Eighteen Benedictions, c. 85-90; (11) the appearance of 
Josephus’ Antiquities, AD 93, or even the completion of all Josephus’ 
known works, c. 100; (12) the publication of a Pauline Corpus, ?+ AD 
90. In addition tc all these essentially specific points (however uncer- 
tain), most of which are presented as termini post quem, there is a 
great variety of postulated kinships with such settings or writings as 
Gnosticism, the Domitianic persecution, the Pastorals, Plutarch or 
Justin Martyr, or with cultural phenomena exclusively characteristic 
of a chosen date almost anywhere along the spectrum. 

We find a welter of wildly incompatible arguments, where contra- 
dictory opinions obtain alike of the importance and bearing of most 
of the items on the list. This need not however be a matter for total 
agnosticism. The incongruities between the suggested criteria are so 
extreme that most of them simply cannot be relevant together, and on 
any particular view, which chooses any particular path through the 
maze, most of the other claimants must appear irrelevant. 

Some of the supposed criteria may be discarded fairly easily. Thus 
the words att éotlv épnuos in Acts 8:26 are open to alternative 
interpretations, but on neither main option is there a clear case for 
seeing editorial allusion to the destruction of Gaza in 66.17 Or 


16 Such criteria include (a) the death of Peter, itself an uncertain date; (b) the 
‘departure’ (not ‘death’, @€o80¢, excessio) of Peter from a Roman visit of indeter- 
minate date (cf. pp. 355-62 above); (c) the outbreak of the Jewish War in 66; (d) 
the fall of Jerusalem (so Brandon). These and the like criteria are more uncertain 
or less tangible than the possibilities offered for Acts. 

17 It is an open question whether the antecedent of ality is 656v or Pdav. It may 
well be argued that the point is to stress the loneliness of the road (for the usage 
of Arrian, Anab. 3.3.3 éphun te 4 680s; so BAGD), even to distinguish the hill- 
route via Hebron from the busy coastal highway (thus Jacquier, Actes, pp. 268- 
69; etc.). Even if the epithet be applied to the city, it may appropriately have been 
used of the former site of the city razed by Alexander, rather than that since 
restored on a different site. This ‘Old Gaza’ is designated épnuos by Strabo 16.2.30 
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contradictory use is made of a connection which may be deemed 
immaterial anyhow: thus Schneider (Apostelgeschichte, p. 120) argues 
against a persecution setting and Schmithals (Apostelgeschichte, p. 11) 
for it, and so place the book respectively before and after the outbreak 
of a Domitianic persecution, itself an occurrence which many scholars 
deny.18 But a case of much more far-reaching import is the recurring 
claim that Luke depends on Josephus. The best refutation of this 
position may actually be to look at Krenkel's classic defence of it.19 
He finds Lukan dependence in 92 passages of Luke-Acts, long and 
short, as well as linguistic dependence as shown, inter alia, in the 
extensive listings of individual words, especially those common to 
Luke and Josephus, but absent from the Septuagint.20 Krenkel’s case 
is argued from a huge assemblage of tenuous parallels, of common 
words apart from context, a huge overkill of the insignificant. If the 
question be reduced, as it is by most of those who have invcked 
Krenkel, to the few places where the content of Luke and Josephus 
overlaps, the two are apt to contradict.?! If either used the other, he 


= 759, writing half a century or more earlier. But I doubt reference to the city: 
there is no point in Luke’s making an immaterial distinction between the two 
sites (any more than in supposedly adding gratuitously a gloss on the later fete of 
the existing city, whose mention serves only to locate the road). 

18 It remains most likely that there was a persecution under Domitian, thcugh 
the criteria for recognizing the evidence for it are not of the explicit kind often 
desired. See the suggested reconstruction in my book The Letters to the Seven 
Churches of Asia in their Local Setting (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1986), pp. 7-12. 

19 M. Krenkel, Josephus und Lucas. Der schriftstellerische Einfluss des jtidischen 
Geschichtschreibers auf der christlichen nachgewiesen (Leipzig: Haessel, 1894). 

20 Among words in this group may be mentioned terms characteristic of Roman 
and first century times, like dvOimatos, kohwvla, LeBaotés, oixdptos, TeTparyxéw, 
with other common words, whose occurence in a particular writing may depend 
on subject matter, like dtomhéw, éxetoe, eb@upos, Adytos, TAOS, AtTwp. There is 
scarcely significance to be found in the absence of such from the Septuagirt, or 
indeed in the thirteen-page list of mostly common words which the two wrters 
share with the Septuagint. 

21 The classic case is the Theudas crux in Acts 5:36, and in the Gospel the nul- 
tiple problems centring upon the Quirinius census. On a smaller point, the 
Egyptian Messianic pretender in the time of Felix is given 4,000 followers in Acts 
21:38 and 30,000 in Jos. BJ 2.13.5.261. We might be inclined to prefer the smaller 
figure. See the refutation of the notion of Luke's dependence in Ehrhardt, Frame- 
work, pp. 85-86, accepted also by Kiimmel, Introduction, p. 132. He offers two 
reasons as decisive: (1) that Paul's epistles were widely read before 100, as evi- 
denced, for instance, in the Greek of Ignatius; (2) that Jos. Ant. 20, which :on- 
tains the Theudas references, is a compilation from Nicolaus of Damascus, to 
which Luke also could have had access from a much earlier date. I am less sure of 
these reasons. The former, while suggestive, is still an argument from the silence 
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misused him. They are surely independent, and follow independent, 
indeed conflicting, sources. There is no evidence for direct literary 
relationship between them, and it is unlikely that either knew the 
other.22 

For all the complexity of the matter it may be claimed that the 
spectrum of opinion falls into three main groupings, divided by two 
main types of issue. In terms of actual dating they divide mainly 
between those who favour (a) an early, pre-70 date; (b) a date +80; (c) 
a dlate near the end of the first century or in the second. The first es- 
sential dichotomy is that which unites (a) and (b) against (c), the 
second that which divides (a) from (b). 

The alliance of (a) with (b) unites in the main those who attach 
strong value to the arguments for a more traditional view, those who 
are inclined to see the author (or at least an original diarist) as a 
cornpanion of Paul and who find a high degree of historical value to 
Acts. It does not in the least exclude interest in Luke's theological 
purposes, nor imply that his work is to be given a primarily historical 
orientation, but it tends to limit the time-span which more thorough- 
going redactional approaches need to justify the supposition that the 
tradition has been radically altered. Group (c) consists in the main of 
those who take this more radical view of Luke as redactional theo- 
logian, but link particular datings to diverse and often incompatible 
specific arguments, dependence on Josephus, relation to Jewish- 
Christian separation engendered or defined by the curse of the 
Minim, or to the Domitianic persecution, or cultural or theological 
kinship to various features of later date. None of the divisions are to 
be stereotyped. The early date has for instance been combined with a 
fictional view of Acts (as by Goodenough), a latish date with 
traditional authorship (Goodspeed) or a moderate acceptance of his- 
torical value (Maddox). 

The second division, between groups (a) and (b), centres on the 
relation of Luke-Acts to the fall of Jerusalem. Those who are con- 
vinced that the Third Gospel must be post-70 usually feel constrained 
to place Acts slightly later, though some (e.g. C.S.C. Williams, 
Russell, Parker) adhere strongly to a pre-70 date of Acts, and make it 
follow an earlier ‘Proto-Luke’, while conceding that our present 
Gospel is post-70. 
of Acts; the latter is based on a source-critical inference and does not explain the 
blatant contradictions in the postulated use of a common source. In the face of 
the dependence theory, it is inevitably difficult to prove a negative, but it may be 
claimed that the grounds of or the supposition are too tenuous to be plausible. 

22 [Ed.] See H. Schreckenberg, ‘Flavius Josephus und die lukanischen Schriften’, 
in W. Haubeck and M. Bachmann (ed.), Wort in der Zeit: Festgabe fiir K.H. 
Rengstorf (Leiden: Brill, 1980), pp. 179-209. 
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The destruction of Jerusalem was certainly a catastrophe whose 
outworkings must have transformed the relations of Roman, Jew and 
Christian, and a fuller study of its implications is urgently needed.23 
New Testament scholars have often tried to use it as a rule-of-thumb 
criterion of date. By this measure it is argued that Luke 21:20-24 
shows a post-70 editing of Mark. But the measure is too crude. Con- 
versely, the admitted silence of Acts on this topic does not prove its 
early date. Even if Robinson is right that no part of the New Testa- 
ment shows clear allusion to the fall of Jerusalem as a past event, that 
silence is no more than suggestive apart from positive arguments. 

There are two preliminary points to be made about the use of this 
criterion. (i) An acceptable theory of date needs to be integrated with 
a fuller historical study. If, for instance, the book is to be placed after 
70, some attempt should be made to wrestle with the outworkings of 
the event in reconstructing its possible milieu. (ii) The argument over 
Luke 21 is bedevilled by a latent conflict of presupposition as to 
whether Jesus could have foreseen or foretold the catastrophe. It is, 
however, arguable that Mark gives an essentially authentic saying at 
a pre-70 date, and a doctrinaire scepticism as to what Jesus could not 
have said is unjustified.24 The Lukan question can however be taken 
out of this sensitive issue. We may hold that Jesus could have uttered 
such a saying yet argue that the manner of Luke's allusion shows 
awareness of the fulfilment of Jesus' prophecy. It may be a case of 
writing with hindsight rather than of vaticinium post eventum. 

Despite what may appear a near consensus, the validity of the 
common argument from the editing of Mark in Luke 21:20-24 seems 
open to question. C.H. Dodd argued convincingly that the distinctive 
features of the Lukan version are fully and sufficiently explained 
from the Old Testament language of the fall of Jerusalem to 


23 We do have, of course, $.G.F. Brandon, The Fall of Jerusalem and the Christian 
Church (London: SPCK, 1951). Brandon, however, took some individual views, 
reviving approaches confessedly indebted to those of the Tubingen School (p. x), 
and placing Mark in the aftermath of 70. Perhaps it is really questionable whether 
any of our New Testament books belong to the period immediately after 70, 
when we might expect to find in them a setting unambiguously amenable to the 
study of the traumas of that time. Most are probably pre-70, but (contra Robin- 
son) a few are so far past 70 as not to reflect the catastrophe or its immediate 
aftermath. While some date Acts c. 75, it seems more plausible to suppose that if 
not early it could only well be placed c. 80, when the dust had settled and not 
earlier, nor much later. There is thus often a dichotomy between the dates advo- 
cated by groups (a) and (b), though their views of the book may be similar, apart 
from the 70-factor, and that as affecting the Gospel more strongly than Acts. 

24 See for example C.S. Mann, Mark, Anchor Bible (Garden City: Doubleday, 
1986), pp. 75-83 and the literature there cited. 
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Nebuchadnezzar in 586 BC.25 Dodd himself adhered to a post-70 
date of Luke, for reasons which he does not specify in his article. But 
he disposes sufficiently of the fundamental argument for making a 
dogma of that dating. So far as this clue will take us at present, both 
Luke and Acts might be placed either before or after 70, pending only 
a more wide-ranging study which might integrate the setting of 
either or both with a much more specifically argued background on 
one side or other of the watershed. Further, with regard to the ‘hind- 
sight’ argument, it should be noted that the theme of prophecy ful- 
filled was seen as forcefully evidential. Luke might have been 
expected, here as elsewhere, to have made that point far more expli- 
citly, if that were possible at this time of writing. (This objection would 
not apply if the reference be seen as a vaticinium post eventum: in that 
event the writer might be expected to conform his wording to the 
event without hinting that it had happened). 

The above tabulation displays the real division of opinion. It is 
often made to seem that there is now a near-consensus in favour of 
later dates and redactional theology, and advocates of a different 
view feel obliged to justify their right to dissent (e.g. Vine). It is pro- 
bable enough that our survey is weighted in favour of views which 
are more familiar and accessible. But even so, the combined weight of 
the (a) and (b) options cannot be gainsaid, even in the context of the 
most recent discussion. Conversely, the later datings often seem 
forced to avail themselves of diverse later connections whose rele- 
vance may be doubted. 26 

Such is the general profile of opinion. It will be good to pause at 
this point to stress particularly what seems a central crux, the heart of 
the objection to an early date among those who tend to the (b) option, 
namely the literary sequence Mark — Luke-Acts, where Acts is the 
sequel to Luke and Mark is a source of Luke. There is then the 
double-pronged objection that Mark is no earlier than c. 65 and Luke 


25 C.H. Dodd, ‘The Fall of Jerusalem and the “Abomination of Desolation’”’, 
JRS 37 (1947), pp. 47-54, reprinted in his More New Testament Studies (Man- 
chester University Press, 1968), pp. 69-83. 

26 The weight of opinion for a later date seems to rest on the strong current 
influence of a particular school of thought rather than on a rigorous treatment of 
evidence or on the actual spread of opinion over the years. Current works have 
not superannuated older opinion, which they have often not discused, and which 
was often more carefully argued than are modern views. In our tabulation we 
have not in general taken account of the older mainstream British work, like that 
of H. Alford, for whom the early date was generally received, or the Tiibingen 
School and their followers, among whom late dates were general. We have 
included 19th Century work only where, as with Schneckenburger, it represents 
a significant break with the contemporary pattern. 
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is after 70. The third item in the series must follow this neat sequence. 
But this dating of Mark is no more assured than that of Luke, and to 
argue from Mark through Luke to Acts is to argue ignotum per 
ignotius. The criteria for dating Mark are elusive (cf. n. 16 above), 
and indeed, it may be that there is a better prospect of dating these 
Synoptics through Acts than the reverse. Acts is more closely inte- 
grated with contemporary events than any other New Testament 
book. It appears antecedently more likely to offer the kind of 
correlation with hard evidence which might assist our search, and 
even to help in the yet more difficult task of placing the Synoptics. If 
this is so, the question assures a yet wider importance than as one 
avenue into the study of Acts alone. The choice between essentially 
ostensible and reinterpreted views of the documents affects a wider 
spectrum of the evidence, and the time-factor is important in that yet 
wider debate. Pointers to an integration of the related writings about 
a relatively early group of datings nearer the events have their 
implications for our total understanding of Christian origins. 

In the following pages we will attempt to treat the question first by 
discussing some possible general indications of date, then by 
examining the special cruxes of the ending of Acts and the end of 
Paul's life (for which explanations are needed on any view), and 
finally by attempting a reconstruction of the relation of the 
composition of Acts to these factors. 


I. General Indications 


(1) There is no mention in Acts of the fall of Jerusalem. This (like 
the following points) is relevant only as an argument from silence, 
and, if Acts is considered as part of ‘Luke-Acts’, it may be claimed 
that the point loses its force. Nevertheless, it remains puzzling that no 
reference is made to the fall of Jerusalem in Acts, and this may have 
some probative force when combined with other more specific and 
positive arguments. 

(2) There is no hint of the outbreak of the Jewish War in 66, or of 
any drastic or specific deterioration of relations between Romans and 
Jews. If unbelieving Jews (and not Romans) are represented as Paul's 
main opponents, that is natural enough in the early period, where 
Paul himself appears as a devout Jew (e.g. Acts 18:18; 21:24; 22:3) and 
operates from within Judaism. There is no such decisive severance 
between Jew and Christian as we suppose to have been engendered 
or finalized by the war and its consequences.27 


27 I express this carefully in view of the standing need for a fuller study of the 
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(3) There is no hint of the more immediate deterioration of 
Christian relations with Rome involved in the Neronian persecution 
in particular (unless, by a converse argument from silence, such is to 
be read into the puzzle of Paul's fate). While that may of itself have 
been a relatively isolated outburst rather than the expression of a con- 
sistent and continuing policy, the expectations of Rome in Acts, as in 
Paul himself, are positive and essentially unclouded. The chosen ap- 
peal to Roman justice is harder to place when the character of the 
later Nero was known, or after the conflicts which followed. 

(4) The author betrays no knowledge of Paul's letters.28 This 
widely recognized factor may be used in contradictory ways. The in- 
dependence of Acts has become a critical principle, and the disjunc- 
tion is often used against Acts. But that very disjunction remains 
easier to explain on the hypothesis of an early date. If Acts were 
indeed later, the question is raised why Luke, who shows himself so 
careful of incidental detail, did not take trouble to attempt to conform 
his narrative to the Epistles artificially, since they must then have 
been prime sources. While the whole question is beset with uncer- 
tainties, the situation is naturally understood of an early date, and 
only requires special explanation at a later one.29 

(5) There is no hint of the death of James at the hands of the 
Sanhedrin in c. 62 (los. Ant. 20.9.1.200). This may not be significant 
in a book marked by surprising silences about the fate of individuals, 
implications. It is not likely in any case that the fall of Jerusalem, however cata- 
strophic in its effects, marked simplistically a dividing line in the relation of Jew 
with Christian. Divisive tendencies were certainly present long before, and final 
separation was not established until long afterwards, as appears even in the con- 
troversies faced by Ignatius. 

28 [Ed.] As noted above, however, see the recent argument of L. Aejmelaeus in 
Die Rezeption der Paulusbriefe in der Miletrede (Apg. 20:18-35) (Helsinki: Academia 
Scientiarum Fennicae, 1987). 

29 Such an explanation might be sought in Goodspeed's idea of a collection of 
the Pauline Corpus about AD 90. A theory tied to his view of the production of 
Ephesians as a covering letter about that date. See E.J. Goodspeed, Introduction 
(1937), pp. 210-21; New Solutions (1927), pp. 1-64; The Key to Ephesians (Univer- 
sity of Chicago Press, 1956); ‘Ephesians and the First Edition of Paul’, JBL 70 
(1951), pp. 285-91. Cf. also J. Knox, Philemon among the Letters of Paul (University 
of Chicago Press, 1935). These views depend on a nexus of hypotheses, such as a 
supposed posthumous neglect of Paul until the publication of Acts stimulated 
the collection. To dispute the reasoning does not disprove the contention, but it 
seems more likely that the process of collecting the letters began directly after 
Paul's death. Conversely it might be argued that letters were of secondary in- 
terest when Paul was alive and might visit in person, but assumed a new signifi- 
cance at his death. This would suit even a supposition that Paul could still have 
been alive. 
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though it has been argued that the mention of this case would suit so 
perfectly Luke's apologetic aim to a Roman audience as to merit 
inclusion.30 This point, which depends for its force on a prejudgment 
of Luke's purpose and setting, should not be pressed. 

These five points are, if nothing more, at least consonant with an 
early date, and their conjunction is suggestive. 

(6) The significance of Gallio’s judgment at Acts 18:14-17 may be 
seen as setting a precedent to legitimize Christian teaching under the 
umbrella of the tolerance extended to Judaism. The apologetic thrust 
of this reference implies that the precedent had not yet been rendered 
obsolete and irrelevant by the march of events. 

(7) The prominence and authority of the Sadducees in Acts 
belongs to the pre-70 situation, before the collapse of their political 
cooperation with Rome. This might be consistent with a later date of 
composition, but the point of their prominence would be dulled if 
they were no longer the focus of Jewish opposition.3! 

(8) Conversely, the relatively sympathetic attitude in Acts to Phari- 
sees (unlike that even in Luke's Gospel: cf. Ehrhardt, Framework) is a 
challenge to any interpretation, but would become extremely difficult 
in the period of Pharisaic revival towards the Council of Jamnia, 
when a new phase of conflict with Christianity emerged through 
Pharisaic leadership. 

(9) It has been argued that the book antedates the coming of Peter 
to Rome, and also that it uses language which implies that Peter and 
John, as well as Paul himself, were still alive at the date of writing.32 
The former point may well be true, but we have already noted the 
peculiar difficulty of tracing Peter's movements. It is likely enough on 
differing reconstructions that Peter came (or returned) to Rome after 
the writing of Acts, but this in itself is no more than another tenuous 
argument from the silence of Acts, which might well be otherwise 
explained. Jacquier's point is actually erroneous, for every passage he 
cites contains a present tense in oratio obliqua which is determined 
not by the author's standpoint in time, but by the internal sequential 
structure of the sentence.33 It may be true that these men were all 


30 Robinson, Redating, pp. 89-90. 

31 Cf. Marshall, Apostolic History, pp. 97-98. 

32 Filson, Apostolic History, pp. 76-77, cf. Jacquier, Actes, p. cxiv. 

33 For Peter and John he cites Acts 4:13; for Paul, 16:38; 20:38; 21:33; 22:29; all are 
contained in Sn clauses. Conversely, he cites 4:13[b]; 5:41; 8:14; 10:45 as past 
tenses. He does not however draw from the two former, which also refer to Peter 
and John, an inference that they were dead, nor do any of these refer to persons 
now dead, and the two latter are perfects. 4:13 in fact has successively elotv ... 
fav of the same persons in oratio obliqua where the English must be ‘were ... had 
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still alive, but these texts say nothing to support it. 

(10) The prominence of ‘God-fearers’ in the synagogues in Acts 
may well point to the current relevance of a pre-70 situation. This 
point is difficult to handle, not least in view of recent attacks on the 
actual existence of such a category of person.34 It may be freely 
granted that such epithets as evoeBeis on inscriptions have been mis- 
read as referring to a separate class of persons where they merely 
denoted ‘pious Jews’, or again that the informal participles used in 
Acts, doBotpevor or ceBdpevor, are not to be hardened into the tech- 
nical designation of a formal status.35 But the attraction of pious 
Gentiles to the synagogue and to ethical monotheism is not a pheno- 
menon confined to Acts and to be deemed unhistorical on that ac- 
count. There is a larger testimony to the tendency, if not to the termi- 
nology, and that tendency is easier to focus before rather than after 
70, when Judaism became defined more rigidly in national terms 
against Christian and Gentiles.3¢ The attitude to proselytes in the 


beer’ (cf. Vulg. essent ... fuerant). None of this says anything about the perspec- 
tive of Luke's time of writing. Most recently F.F. Bruce, in BJRL 68 (1985-86), p. 
273, inclines to think that Peter, Paul and James were all dead by the time of 
writing, and that their passing released Luke from preoccupation with temporary 
controversies and animosities to stress their respective contributions. 

34 Thus especially A.T. Kraabel, ‘The Disappearance of the “God-Fearers’”’, 
Numen 28 (1981), pp. 113-26; The Roman Diaspora: Six Questionable Assump- 
tions’, JJS 33 (1982), pp. 445-64; more cautiously, M. Wilcox, ‘The “God-Fearers” 
in Acts— A Reconsideration’, JSNT 13 (1981), pp. 102-22. See also the response 
to Kraabel in T.M. Finn, The God-fearers Reconsidered’, CBQ 47 (1985), pp. 75- 
84. See, however, Appendix 2 below. 

35 See Chapter 5, pp. 177-78 and below, Appendix 2. 

36 Again, the date is not to be made a rigid dividing-line. Here, however, as the 
change of Roman policy required the Jewish Tax to be paid to Rome from the 
time of Vespasian, this payment provided a new control on Jewish identity, and 
worked itself out in a markedly changed way before the time when the Curse of 
the Minim provided a new mechanism of exclusion. See Seven Churches, pp. 7- 
12; Jos. B] 7.6.6.218; cf. Dio 65.7. See now the important study by W. Horbury, 
‘The Benediction of the Minim and Early Jewish-Christian Controversy’, JTS 
n.s. 33 (1982), pp. 19-61, esp e.g. 53, 59, 61. ([Ed.] Though not affecting the central 
point at issue here, see Reuven Kimelman, ‘Birkat Ha-Minim and the Lack of Evi- 
dence for an Anti-Christian Jewish Prayer in Late Antiquity’, in Jewish and Chris- 
tian Self-Definition, Vol. 2 [ed. E.P. Sanders, et al.] [Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 
1981}) Apart from the new inscription of Aphrodisias, there may be reference to 
‘God-fearers’ in terms very similar to Luke's if we may read a phrase in a first- 
century inscription of Panticapaeum in the Crimea as €mitpotevotons Tis ouv- 
aywytis tév ‘lovSalwy kal Gedy] ceBiv (Corpus Inscriptionum Regni Bosporani 
71; cf. B. Lifshitz in RB 76 [1969], pp. 95-96; M. Hengel in Tradition und Glaube 
[Festgabe K.G. Kuhn] [Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971], p. 174). The 
phenomenon was clearly widespread, for circumcision seems to have been a ma- 
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Rabbis is ambivalent, and there are indications that the pattern of 
proselytism altered after 70 and was in decline soon afterwards.37 
(11) The prevalence of insignificant details of a cultural milieu of 
early, even Julio-Claudian, date is important in principle, though 
some aspects of it are difficult to quantify or to place with sufficient 
chronological precision. Whereas preceding points may gain force 
from their purposive relevance to an early reader, these raise the 
question whether a later writer could have succeeded in archaizing 
unobtrusively in incidental features without betraying his hand. 
Some of these points have been noted in previous chapters. Among 
examples included in this category may be mentioned: (a) the 
prominence of the popular assemblies rather than administrative 
councils in city life (RSRL, pp. 85, 175); (b) the importance of Roman 
citizenship and the status of dual citizenship, when the distinction 
between cives and peregrini rather than that of honestiores and 
humiliores, as first under Trajan, was paramount (RSRL, pp. 173-74); 
(c) an early phase in the history of Roman provincial administration, 
exemplified in Paul's trial experiences (RSRL, p. 121); (d) a tone and 
feel of civic life which finds its nearest parallels in the first century 
writers Strabo, Josephus and Dio Chrysostom (RSRL, p. 120); (e) 
more specifically, the occurrence of personal names of old-fashioned 
type, suggesting older, conservatively-minded military personnel 
even in the Julio-Claudian period (RSRL, pp. 160-61); (f) references 
to the ‘Hellenists’ and to the ‘synagogue of the Libertines’, etc. (if one 
synagogue), as features of Judaism contemporary with the earliest 
church; (g) provincial terminology appropriate to the period 
jor barrier to the full proselytism of male adherents. For the attraction of Jewish 
practices to a wider circle of Gentiles in the early period cf. Philo, Vita Mosis 
2.17-24. In Philo's usage €tm)vTos and tapoikos are used in both a literal and reli- 
gious sense without apparent distinction, in comment on Lev. 25:23 (de Cherubim 
34.120). Josephus stresses the Jewish welcome to strangers and the multitudes 
attracted to their faith and practices (Jos. BJ 7.3.3.45; Ap. 2.28.210; 2.39.282-84), 
and also indicates, as in the interesting case of Izates of Adiebene, how circum- 
cision might be a barrier to those who were eager, short of this, to adhere to Ju- 
daism (Ant. 20.2.4.38-48). The literature of this period suggests a more active 
proselytizing movement than we might have supposed, and this is reflected also 
in pagan literature (Hor. Sat. 1.9.68-72) and in the New Testament (Mt. 23:15). 
37 See e.g. M.H. Pope in IDB 3.931. The case of Flavius Clemens and Flavia 
Domitilla (and perhaps that of Acilius Glabrio), condemned for a Jewish-type 
‘atheism’ under Domitian (Dio 67.14) is unclear. It is possible that these persons 
were actually Christians, or that their cases had political or dynastic dimensions 
quite apart from their alleged religious practices. While the machinery activated 
against an irregular association with Judaism may have been invoked against 
them (cf. Suet. Dom. 12.2) they are probably normative neither of Jewish pro- 
selytism nor of Christian conversion among people of humbler rank at that time. 
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preceding Vespasian's reorganization in AD 72;38 (h) the ‘decrees of 
Caesar’, if we accept the interpretation of E.A. Judge as alluding to an 
edict of the last days of Augustus, applicable in the Julio-Claudian 
period (Acts 17:7; cf. Dio 56.25.5-6, on AD 11);39 (j) reference to the 
sicarii (21:38), as suiting the period between Felix and the fall of 
Jerusalem. 

(12) There are areas of controversy within Acts which presuppose 
the relevance of an early Jewish setting while the Temple still stood. 
The whole Stephen episode, and the violent reaction to him, and the 
trouble over Paul's supposed introduction of a Gentile into the 
Temple precinct are cases in point. This is in some degree the positive 
converse of (1), but as an argument for dating is inconclusive. Such 
things might indeed have been written after 70, but their setting and 
significance are pre-70, and at least we may claim that a positive case 
for post-70 redaction is not apparent here. 

(13) Harnack (Date, p. 103) notes that the prophecy placed in 
Paul's mouth at Acts 20:25 (cf. 20:38) may have been contradicted by 
later events, and, if so, must presumably have been penned before 
that happened. But the force of this argument depends wholly on the 
assumption that 2 Tim. 4 contains genuine information about Paul 
subsequent to a hypothetical release from Roman captivity. Most 
scholars would reject either the authenticity of the Pastorals in toto or 
accept these personal notices as Pauline fragments from a different, 
perhaps indeterminate, context (cf. Harrison). Discussion of these is- 
sues must be held over for the moment, as they belong to the complex 
of questions consequent upon consideration of the ending of Acts. 

(14) Christian terminology is used in Acts which may be taken to 
represent primitive formulations. Harnack lists a number of Christo- 
logical titles: ‘Inaots and 6 Ktpios are used freely, whereas 0 Xptotés 
always designates ‘the Messiah’, and never has the feel of a proper 
name, and Xptotés is otherwise used only in formalized combina- 
tions. Titles like 6 trais Sob (avTod in Acts 3:13, 26; cov in Acts 4:27, 


38 This point is a delicate one which cannot easily be reduced to mechanical for- 
mulae. See excursus, pp. 241-43. Among relevant factors may be mentioned the 
apparent strength of the provincial idea, where ‘Asia’ and ‘Galatia’ in particular 
are used of provincial entities, with the corresponding ethnics likewise, whereas 
after 72 ‘Galatia’, in this larger sense, was further coupled with Cappadocia, and 
the component territories of this doubled entity often listed separately, as in 
numerous Flavian inscriptions. Conversely, the compiling of Syria with Cilicia in 
Acts 15:23, 41, as in Gal. 1:21 (cf. Acts 9:30) reflects the pre-72 situation, before 
Vespasian separated this pairing. See E.M.B. Green, ‘Syria and Cilicia— A Note’, 
ExpT 71 (1959-60), pp. 52-53. Throughout this list of examples cf. Chapter 5, pp. 
175-81, which documents details suggestive of an early setting. 

39 Judge, ‘Decrees of Caesar at Thessalonica’, RTR 30 [1971], p.7 
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30) and 6 t8os (vids) in Acts 20:28 are also cited as primitive (Date, 
pp. 104-107). Harnack goes on to argue on a wider front for a primi- 
tive Christology in Acts (Date, pp. 107-10). Again, Luke uses pa8n- 
tat of the Christians, 6 ads of the Jews, and does not use éxxAnota as 
a regular term for Christian community (Date, pp. 110-13). This kind 
of point has been taken up elsewhere,40 though Haenchen (Acts, p. 
93) sees it, not as primitive, but as Luke's own ‘simple’ theology, 
which he shared with his community at a later date. Some of Har- 
nack's points are impressive, and they tend to corroborate the early 
setting from yet another angle, and are at least consonant with an 
early date of composition. Religious terminology, however, may of it- 
self be less telling than the unpremeditated and incidental. Primitive 
language might be rather a testimony to Luke's conservative and un- 
redacted usage of early material than to his actual date of writing. 
The fact that some of the most interesting examples are contained in 
speeches is interesting from more than one point of view.4! 

(15) Rackham draws attention to the optimistic tone of Acts.42 
This overlaps with some of the preceding points and is a positive 
counterpart to some of the arguments from silence listed at the outset. 
It might be held to conflict with the suggested premonition of Acts 
20:25 (see (13) above), but the significance of that hint in either direc- 
tion depends on questions yet to be discussed, and does not serve to 
dispel the impression made throughout the book. If there is arguable 
hindsight here about the fate of Paul, there is none apparent with re- 
gard to the traumas of war and persecution. 

These points are of varying weight, and indeed we have seen no 
probative value in some of them, but they contribute to a cumulative 
case that Acts reflects the situation and concerns of the church in the 
pre-AD 70 period and betrays no clear indication of a later period. 


40 Thus e.g. Foakes-Jackson, Acts, pp. xv-xvi, who regards them as Lukan com- 
positions, and then has to acknowledge a marvelous skill on his part to present 
such primitive preaching; also J. Jeremias, TDNT 5.700, 703. Cf. however O'Neill 
(Ist edn, 1961), pp. 117-45. 

41 The speeches are commonly regarded as the expression of Lukan theology, 
and the suggestion of such early material at this point poses the choice between 
alternative explanations in sharper terms. Cf. the case for finding Semitisms par- 
ticularly in the speeches in the early chapters of Acts. This also raises questions 
about the possibility of Luke's use of sources for speeches, or leaving early 
materials with little redactional change where an anachronistic hand might easily 
have betrayed itself. 

42 R.B. Rackham in JTS 1 (1900), pp. 80-81. 
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The central problem is why Luke does not tell us what happened to 
Paul at the end of the &:etia of Acts 28:30. The mention of this defined 
period implies a terminal point, at least impending, but almost 
certainly past.43 Many alternative explanations have been offered, 
perhaps none of them completely satisfactory. 

(1) It has been urged that Luke's purpose was fulfilled otherwise 
than by recounting the fate of Paul, that the real climax was the 
coming of the Gospel to Rome, the completion of the programme of 
expansion outlined in Acts 1:8. Beside that great progress of the 
church, the outcome for Paul was immaterial, and neither he, nor 
Peter, nor James, receives any personal notice or epitaph at the end.44 
Yet even to state this suggestion confronts us again with its inherent 
difficulty, for if the structure and thrust of the book be invoked, the 
climax seems intimately built around Paul. The book offers no expla- 
nation of the two years. If Paul's fate were immaterial, why tantalize 
the reader with a cryptic and unnecessary focus on it? 

(2) It is of course possible that an ending which seems unsatis- 
factory to a modern reader was not necessarily seen in the same light 
by an ancient. There is indeed a considerable debate over the literary 
character of endings, as affecting many works of ancient literature, 
and the New Testament itself contains a notable, if different, problem 
in the case of Mark's Gospel, apart from the textual uncertainties of 
Romans 15-16.45 There are however two general comments to be 


43. ‘Impending’ only on the assumption either that Acts was intended as a docu- 
ment for Paul's trial, which is an inadequate view (see below), or that Luke for 
some reason chose to issue the book before the verdict, which is hard to justify. 
The well-attested aorist évéyervev may suffice to connote a completed period. 

44 This, in its variations, is perhaps the most popular approach among those 
who adhere toa later date of Acts. We may cite Jtilicher, Introduction, p. 439, for 
whom Luke could not seem to draw a parallel between the Passion (and Resur- 
rection) of Jesus and the fate of his followers; Haenchen, Acts, p. 732, for whom 
Luke was unwilling to enhance devotion to a martyr. O'Neill, pp. 66-70 is among 
those who stress the geographical aspect, that Rome was here more important 
than Paul (cf. BC 4.350). The cases of Peter and James may be held to illustrate 
the same phenomenon, though the issues in each are different, and Peter, after 
leaving the centre of the stage, reappears at Acts 15:7 and apparently survived 
beyond the dramatic date of the end of Acts. We have noted above a possible 
explanation of the silence over the death of James c. 62. 

45 In both these instances there is a textual component in the problem, and even 
Mark is only in any degree comparable if it be assured that €foBotvto ydp in 
Mark 16:8 was the original and intended ending. Even then, its peculiarity is of 
an entirely different order and seems to have generated attempts to provide a 
more satisfactory conclusion, a feature unparalleled in Acts. 
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made: (a) literary endings in antiquity usually differ from ours not in 
being abrupt, but in the opposite direction, of moving beyond the 
climax into a gentle resolution and continuity; (b) in exceptional 
cases, where the ending is abrupt or climactic, the issues at stake are 
different from those in Acts, and it is not clear that it has any literary 
parallel at the focus of the problem. A classic problem is Virgil's 
Aeneid, which ends boldly and violently at the moment of Turnus' 
death. While this anomaly has engendered diversity of opinion, the 
issues there offer no foothold for a resolution of our present prob- 
lem.46 We may grant in principle that ancient literary task sometimes 
differed from ours, but that observation seems not to help us in our 
present quest. 

(3) It has sometimes been suggested that Paul's fate is left unmen- 
tioned because Luke's audience already knew of his condemnation 
and death (or, if you will, of his release).47 But, if it is valid at all, it 
could be saying too much, for an audience which knew the outcome 
presumably knew much of the situation which produced that out- 
come, and the idea poses a larger query against the point of other 
facets of Luke's book. The point cannot perhaps be pursued without 


46 See e.g. S. Farron, ‘The Abruptness of the End of the Aeneid’, Acta Classica 25 
(1982), pp. 136-41; cf. id., The Furor and Violentia of Aeneas’, Acta Classica 20 
(1977), pp. 204-208, with response by M. Scott in 21 (1978), pp. 151-55. The prob- 
lem here however is that the work concludes at the moment of climax, without 
the further resolution of consequences and that its final violent twist poses ques- 
tions over Virgil's conception of the character both of Aeneas and of Turnus. 
Acts, while not in literary terms aptly paralleled in the Aeneid anyhow, seems to 
end before its expected climax. A possible literary parallel of a different kind, 
applicable only to a different estimate of the Acts ending, is in Xenophon Hell. 
7.5.27, which concludes with the bold statement that this is as far as his account 
goes, and perhaps another will continue it. It is unnecessary to discuss other sup- 
posed literary parallels in detail. B.W. Bacon, ‘More Philological Criticism of 
Acts’, AJT 22 (1918), pp. 1-23, made much of Philostratus' Life of Apollonius, 
where the supposed source Damis is said to end with the man’s departure (Vita 
Ap. Ty. 8.28-29), and diverse accounts are given of the sage's death or assump- 
tion into heaven, and of his posthumous appearances (8.29-31). But this material 
is prolix and legendary; it gives multiple traditions and explanations rather than 
stopping short of any. 

47 Thus e.g. R.P.C. Hanson, Acts, p. 34, who recognizes that this answer ‘does 
not quite satisfy’ (p. 35). Hanson's discussion is helpful, and a useful catalyst of 
opinion. He argues strongly for Paul's release, and often on lines congenial to 
those presented here. He feels obliged, however, to take a post-70 date of Acts (p. 
29) which generates added difficulties for his views on related matters. The 
theory that Paul was condemned at the close of the &tetia he regards as ‘very 
brittle’. ‘There is no single piece of concrete evidence in its favour; it rests upon 
pure conjecture, and it has against it the strong objection that it would make non- 
sense of much of Acts if it were true’. (p. 32). 
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further consideration of purpose and audience, but perhaps neither 
can be seen in such restricted terms as to explain such an apparently 
eccentric omission. 

(4) This approach may however be built into a specific view of 
Luke's apologetic or other purpose, that it was unwise, for instance, 
to draw attention to Roman participation in Paul's condemnation.48 
The picture given elsewhere in the book points to Rome as essentially 
the upholder of justice against Paul's opponents among the Jews. It 
must be noted, however, that the plausibility of this idea tends to be 
tied to the assumption of an early date, when Christianity may still 
claim to be Judaism par excellence and is entitled to Roman protection 
as included in the scope of a religio licita, an argument which would 
wear thin even before 70. This scenario may indeed deserve consider- 
ation, but it does not explain away our difficulty. If the case were so 
sensitive, Luke could have handled it more smoothly by leaving out 
his tantalizing conclusion altogether. 

(5) The concept of Acts as an apologetic document has been 
applied in a much more specific way, to suggest that it was in fact in- 
tended as a document for the defence at Paul's trial, and that it was 
produced for that occasion.49 This would certainly explain the incon- 
clusiveness of the ending neatly, but it gives an inadequate account of 
Acts. The book is much too diversified to be suitable, relevant or 
credible for the narrow requirements of a legal brief. If Acts is in any 
sense apologetic, which seems likely enough, it is only so partially 
and on broader grounds which do not permit such a conclusion. And 
it would be difficult to place Acts on the eve of the trial, if we may 
suppose that the force of the aorist €vépetvev implies the completion 
of the two-year period. 

(6) There is an old view that the ending is merely transitional 
because Luke intended a third book.50 Whether or not Luke ever 


48 Rejected in this form by Harnack, Date, p. 96n. If however it be assumed that 
Paul was released, the focus of the point is changed. It might be argued that it 
would suit Luke's point to stress an acquittal. See however the concluding sug- 
gestion of the present chapter. 

49 Cf. Munck, Acts, p. liii: Would it be possible for Luke's work to influence the 
verdict ... ?” 

50 Thus Spitta, Die Apostelgeschichte (Halle: Waisenhaus, 1891), pp. 318-19; Ram- 
say, SPTR, pp. 23, 27-28; Zahn, ‘Das dritte Buch des Lukas’, Neue kirchliche Zeit- 
schrift, 28 (1917), pp. 373-95; W.L. Knox, Acts, p. 59n.; also some who date Acts 
very early are attracted to the supposition that a third volume was intended: thus 
Edmundson, Church in Rome, pp. 32-34; Blaiklock, Acts, pp. 12, 16. This view 
has more recently been renewed in a different form, which regards the Pastorals 
as supplying the essence of the hypothetical ‘third volume’; see J.D. Quinn, ‘The 
Last Volume of Luke: The Relation of Luke-Acts to the Pastoral Epistles’, Per- 
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wrote such a sequel is immaterial to the theory. It is claimed that 
mpatov in Acts 1:1 implies that the Gospel was ‘first’ of a series ex- 
tending beyond two members. But this idea, despite the redoubtable 
advocacy of W.M. Ramsay and T. Zahn, has never won wide support. 
An argument cannot fairly be based on a distinction between mpatos 
and tpdétepos. The latter word is never used by Luke, and is rare in 
the New Testament except in adverbial forms (adjectively only in 
Eph. 4:22). mpatos however is freely used of temporal priority. And, 
apart from the matter of usage, it may be doubted whether Acts 
28:30-31 is any more explicable as an interim ending than as a final 
conclusion. This hypothesis requires an initial crisis and resolution in 
the supposed sequel, but it is not clear what events of comparable 
significance could have been meant to follow. 

(7) The possibility should be mentioned that Acts was left 
unfinished, or that its conclusion was undesigned, if only for some 
mechanical reason like the filling of a papyrus roll to the limit.51 But 
this seems wholly improbable. Luke may indeed have been anxious 
to make the fullest possible use of the limits of a papyrus roll; cer- 
tainly his two books are the longest of the comparably long New 
Testament writings. But there is every reason to suppose that the 
ending was intended, whatever the motive for it. The copious voyage 
details and the meeting with the Jewish leaders in Rome are not cur- 
tailed, as they could have been, to make room for a final crisis, had 
that ever been intended. And it would be a counsel of despair to 
suppose that Luke died or was parted from his manuscript without 
penning a final sentence or two to resolve the question.52 


spectives on Luke-Acts (ed. Talbert) (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1978), pp. 62-75; S.G. 
Wilson, Luke and the Pastoral Epistles (London: SPCK, 1979). These views are 
related to ideas of kinship or even common authorship between these groups of 
writings (cf. Moule in BJRL 47 [1964-65], pp. 430-52). See the sympathetic discus- 
sion by P.W. Walaskay, ‘And So We Came to Rome’ (CUP, 1983). But, even apart 
from the doubts attaching to this view of the Pastorals, they do not fulfil the ex- 
pectations of a third Lukan volume, nor do they resolve the conclusion of Paul's 
life, save inferentially, and it must be recalled that the whole structure rests on 
little more than speculation based on the use of mpditos rather than mpdtepos. 

51 Also rejected by Harnack, Date, pp. 96-97n. The converse point might be 
made that Luke's division of his work in two such copious and equal parts shows 
a deliberate and calculated use of the available space (cf. Cadbury in BC 5.337). 
Cadbury elsewhere (Making, p. 321) raises the possibility that Luke's source had 
come to an end. 

52 Cf. J. de Zwaan, ‘Was the Book of Acts a Posthumous Edition?’ HTR 17 
(1924), pp. 95-153; H. Lietzmann, The Founding of the Church Universal, tr. B.L. 
Woolf (London: Lutterworth, 2nd edn, 1950), p. 78, which says the ending ‘can 
only be satisfactorily explained by saying that the author died before the work 
was completed’. A different ground for arguing an involuntary end to the book is 
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(8) A strange antithesis of (3) is the idea considered by Bihel that 
Luke wrote in absence from Rome and did not himself know Paul's 
fate, although the two had been close until this separation.53 Such a 
paradoxical supposition cannot easily be disproved. Nor can it be 
considered likely. 

(9) It may be argued simply that Luke had brought the narrative 
up to date at the time of writing, the final note being added at the 
conclusion of the two years.54 This is more a restatement than a 
separate alternative, but it poses afresh the question whether a trial 
had already taken place, and, if so, why Luke does not tell us the out- 
come. The rationale of this option throws us back on the unsatis- 
factory suppositions we have considered. We do not know the cir- 
cumstances, and perhaps we really have no alternative to speculation. 

It is thus difficult to explain the ending exactly, regardless of the 
view one takes about the early or late date of the book. The best way 
forward is to attempt a fresh consideration of the circumstances of 
Pauls’ captivity and trial, to attempt to reconstruct something of the 
end of his life. If we can clarify the possibilities, we may be able to 
offer a more plausible reconstruction.55 


that which argues that the original ending was somehow removed or altered. 
Leaving aside the pious Western addition found in Syriac and Latin MSS (cf. 
Metzger, Textual Comm., p. 503) there is no textual foundation for such a sup- 
position. But F. Pfister, ‘Die zweimalige r6mische Gefangenschaft und die 
spanische Reise des Apostels Paulus und der Schlu& der Apostelgeschichte’, 
ZNW 14 (1913), pp. 216-21 argued that the genuine ending was removed to har- 
monize with contrary traditions preserved in apocryphal Acts. E. Havet, Le 
Christianisme et ses Origines IV (Paris: Lévy, 1884), p. 212 suggested that Paul was 
released, and that Luke might have continued his story to conclude with his 
natural death, but that all this was later suppressed when a later tradition arose 
of Paul's martyrdom. If such unsupported speculations are in order, it might be 
more plausible to air a different possibility that Paul himself died naturally after 
two years without at that time having come to trial. I do not accept that, nor think 
it a serious possibility when all the evidence is taken into account, but it is more 
plausible than options which have commoner advocacy. The problem with all 
such theories, apart form their hypothetical character, is that our actual ending, 
however difficult, bears the marks of deliberation. 

53 P.S. Bihel, ‘Notae de tempore compositionis libri Actuum Apostolorum’, 
Antonianum 5 (1930), pp. 293-300. Cf. the suggestions of T.W. Manson in BJRL 
28 (1944), p. 403 that Luke went to Achaia and did not know what Paul was 
doing, and of Walaskay that when Luke was writing in the eighties or nineties, 
‘the apostle has disappeared into the mists of the Spanish moors’ (‘And So We 
Came to Rome’, p. 77n). 

54 Thus e.g. Harnack, Date , pp. 93-103; Edmundson, Church in Rome, pp. 32-33; 
Bruce, Acts 11, 481; and those who place the book before Paul's trial: Rackham, 
Acts, p. li; Munck, Acts, p. liii. 
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Ill. The ‘Immediacy’ of Acts 


Any attempt to offer a fuller reconstruction of the events surrounding 
the end of Paul's life must be prefaced with some consideration of a 
phenomenon of the book which seems to merit treatment under a 
separate head, apart from the above grouping of general indications 
in favour of the early dating option. This is what we have called the 
‘immediacy’ of the latter chapters of the book, which are marked ina 
special degree by the apparently unreflective reproduction of 
insignificant details, a feature which reaches its apogee in the voyage 
narrative of Acts 27-28. It is the extreme converse of the redactional 
factor. Its presence does not of course conflict with the redactional 
principle, but requires us to strike a meticulously fair and fresh 
balance in assessing it. 

The final voyage narrative is in fact a key passage from this and 
related perspectives. It is the place which puts the eyewitness issue in 
its sharpest form, and is the least amenable to redactional study or to 
theological reinterpretation. Recent attempts at theological interpre- 
tation, to which we have referred previously, do not hold water.5¢ 
They seem to feel a need to justify the inclusion of such a narrative by 
some special, artificial significance. It is true that Luke admires Paul, 
that he portrays him as a man of calm faith amid the panic. But this is 
a natural significance, attached to reminiscence. What then of the 
vivid details? The supposition that the scene is written up as a 
literary tableau is untenable today. As we have shown, the inte- 
gration of the incidentals of time and place around the occasion of 
Luke's companionship with Paul is hard to break, if only the range of 
collateral and illustrative evidence is admitted for consideration. No 
writing up of a ‘typical’ voyage scene could have embodied this 
natural integration. Yet it is revealing that the modern scholars who 
suggest this have no convincing alternative way of handling the de- 
tails here. They have to assume that Luke included gratuitously the 
redactionally irrelevant with no apparent motive, beyond a desire for 


55 Many other views of the question have been offered, particularly from the 
ground of literary parallels, but such are less immediately relevant to our his- 
torical problem. Thus P. Davies, ‘The Ending of Acts’, ExpT 94 (1982-83), pp. 
334-35 argues that Luke has based his ending on that of 2 Kings. J. Dupont, ‘La 
conclusion des Actes et son rapport a l'ensemble de l'ouvrage de Luc’, in Kremer, 
Actes, pp. 359-404 argues from the theological purpose of Luke's own structure. 
Literary and theological approaches are important in their place, but these 
studies do not help in answering the specific questions with which we are here 
concerned. 

56 See Chapter pp. 317ff. 
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fine writing. This accords ill in itself with the purposive, ‘theological’ 
Luke we are to seek elsewhere. 

It is our contention that these inconsequential details are hard to 
explain except as vivid experiences recalled at no great distance in 
time. Even an eyewitness writing years later would be likely to shape 
and smooth his narrative to fit more considered, selective criteria of 
significance. Examples may be found throughout the narrative. Luke 
comments on the difference of route between the westward voyage 
north of Cyprus (Acts 27:4) with his previous experience of crossing 
south of it (21:3), though both were conditioned by normal wind con- 
ditions, and deserved mention only as novel experiences. The loca- 
tions of insignificant places in Crete, the frustrated plans of the ship's 
company, the nautical manoeuvres and the topography of the 
Maltese shore are not only theologically irrelevant, but hard to ex- 
plain except as vivid experience recalled before the details could blur 
or be merged in a longer perspective of reflection. 

The vivid ‘immediacy’ of this passage in particular may be 
strongly contrasted with the ‘indirectness’ of the earlier part of Acts, 
where we assume that Luke relied on soures or the reminiscences of 
others, and could not control the context of his narrative. It also con- 
trasts in lesser degree with the earlier ‘we-passages’, where the pre- 
cision is more formalized, less inconsequentially vivid; indeed as we 
might expect in the comparison of a narrative of the latest period 
with one of a prosperously uneventful voyage of earlier date. There is 
also a certain difference between the deliberate ‘diary’ style of the 
voyage in Acts 20-21 and the brevity and different focus of the first 
such passage in Acts 16. The scenes which must have come from 
Pauls' own vivid description, such as those before the Areopagus and 
at Ephesus, are again subtly different, vivid but not ‘immediate’. 
These passages are rich in the irony of human behaviour, as they 
have been shaped by reflective recollection in the teller's mind.57 
Such distinctions may even be illustrated in such tangible ways as the 
differing usages of proper names, as between the accurate recall of 
the inconsequentially obscure in Acts 27-28, the general consistency 
and flexibility of usage where Luke has a command of the context, 
and the unassimilated character of the more fragmentary information 
of Acts 2. Again, the interesting nautical patois reflected in Acts 27- 
28, often of mixed Graeco-Latin origin, could most naturally have 
been acquired on-board ship, and is integrated once more with an 
immediacy of experience and unparalleled earlier in the book. In 


57 They bear the marks of an oft-told story, with the occasional cutting edge of 
the raconteur’s comment (cf. e.g. Acts 17:16, 21, 31; 19:32). 
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general, our suggestions about source-criticism seem to mesh 
naturally with differences in the scale and precision of narrative, and 
with gradations both of vividness and immediacy, which can be ex- 
plained as marking the differences between recent experience and 
other categories of material. 

It may still be objected that the contents of a diary could have been 
written down later with their vividness and immediacy untarnished. 
This brings us back to the probabilities considered in the discussion 
of authorship and sources. Our point here is simply that such suppo- 
sitions are in conflict with the more natural economy of hypothesis. 
There could have been reasons for delay, but it savours of special 
pleading to search for them. The needs of the church were urgent, set 
in what seems to have been a rapidly changing and (in our view) 
deteriorating situation. There was no likely call for Luke to sit on his 
work, and the supposition of delay is gratuitous. Even if we insist on 
some expanse of time, this extension is then to be argued on the 
ground of a divorce of time-lapse from freedom of redactional 
change. If then our case for ‘immediacy’ be accepted, a special expla- 
nation for delay does not much assist those who need time to accom- 
modate the growth of tradition and the processes of redaction. 

If the insistence on a post-70 dating of Luke-Acts (or even a post- 
65 dating of Mark) is once questioned as indecisive, the more natural 
reading of concurrent lines of circumstantial evidence points progres- 
sively towards an earlier date. I have not invoked the general consi- 
derations or the ‘immediacy’ of Acts to support each other before 
discussing each in turn, but it may be claimed that both combine to 
point in the same direction. Yet the case cannot be fully established 
apart from an attempt to reconstruct a plausible scenario for the com- 
position of Acts in its relation to Paul's fate. If anthing like our pro- 
posed reconstruction is correct, the ending of Acts may be integrated 
into it and provide evidence for a particular early dating about 62. 


IV. The End of Paul's Life 


How then did the &:etia terminate? There are three apparent options: 
(1) condemnation and death; (2) acquittal; (3) default, deadlock or 
postponement in some form.58 Cadbury (BC 5.326-38) has argued 
attractively for a form of the third possibility: that the outcome was 
indecisive and Paul was then presumably released by default, in cir- 
cumstances whose recital would add nothing to Luke's indication of 
58 This category might include any other hypothetical event which might be 


invoked to mark the end of the stated period, anything other than the decisive 
verdict of a trial. 
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him.59 If accusers failed to appear, the defendant must presumably 
have been released. There is, moreover, well-known evidence for the 
custom of Claudius to give judgment against absent parties (Suet. 
Claud. 15.2; Dio 60.28.6). Claudius’ proposals, preserved in a papyrus 
record of his speech to the Senate,60 were codified in the provisions 
embodied in the SC Turpilianum of AD 61 under Nero, enacted, on 
our hypothesis at the precise time when Paul was awaiting trial, and 
setting a time limit for prosecution on capital cases. This defined the 
offence of destitutio, and enacted penalties for defaulting accusers.61 
Further, Cadbury cites a document (BGU 628), attributed to the first 
century, which sets limits for prosecution, six months for cases from 
within Italy, nine months for Transalpine overland cases, and 
eighteen months for cases from across the sea. That last limit in Paul's 
case would suit the prospect of release when due formalities had 
been completed, in a period close to two years in toto. 

There are however two fundamental objections to this attractive 
picture (for which I am indebted to A.N. Sherwin-White). (1) The lat- 
ter, apparently clinching, document BGU 628 is not of the first cen- 
tury at all, but of the later Imperial period. Cadbury followed an 
aberration of dating among the Roman lawyers of his day (RSRL, p. 
115). (2) The central thrust of policy in the period of Claudius and 
Nero, and indeed later, was to compel prosecutors to prosecute, not 
to provide for the release of unaccused persons. This is a subtle but 
important distinction. The focus of concern was to curb calumnia 
(vexatious prosecution) by paralysing both default and unsubstan- 
tiated allegations. The passages in Suetonius and Dio are then to be 
seen from the perspective of changed practices introduced by Trajan, 
when Claudius' interventions in litigation were made to look absurd 
(RSRL, pp. 112-15). 


59 Ihave earlier been strongly inclined to this hypothesis of release by default. 

60 BGU 611 = Smallwood, Documents of Gaius, Claudius and Nero, No. 367. It is 
worth quoting some of Claudius’ words: Hae ne procedant artes male agentibus 
si | vobis videtur, p(atres) c(onscripti), decernamus ut etiam | prolatis rebus iis 
iudicibus necessitas iudicandi | imponatur qui intra rerum agendarum dies | 
incohata iud[i]cia non peregerint ... Nam quidem acculsatorum regnum ferre 
nullo modo possum, | qui cum apud curiosum consilium inimicos suos | reos 
fecerunt, relincunt eos in albo pendentes | et ipsi tanquam nihil egerint 
peregrinantur, | cum rerum magis natura quam leges ta[m] | accus{t}atorem 
quam reum [co]pulatum constr[ic] ! tumque habeat. (BGU 611, col. 2, lines 2-6, 
11-18.) 

61 RSRL, p. 113. For the date see Tac. Ann. 14.41; cf. the section on this Senatus 
Consultum in Dig. 48.16 (Corpus Turis Civilis 1 [Berlin: Weidmann, 1954], pp. 
859-61); Codex Justinianus 9.45 (ibid. If [1959], p. 390; Hitzig, ‘Calumnia’, P W 
3.1414-1421. 
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All this leaves the argument for default in an uncertain and un- 
satisfactory state, where the balance of probability is rendered singu- 
larly elusive and imponderable. Paul, after all, had a good case. The 
attack upon him was ostensibly the work of a relatively small group 
of implacable enemies, if we read the case aright. If the procedure 
was not then weighted by political influence or the like, he could 
reasonably expect a successful outcome. Indeed the case looks, on 
Luke's presentation of it, like a textbook example of calumnia.62 If 
the prosecution did in the end default, the defendant must presum- 
ably have been eventually released, though our sources do not focus 
on this side of the case. Yet Paul's opponents would not presumably 
have been satisfied with less than his condemnation. If however they 
saw no prospect of obtaining a verdict, they may have shrunk from 
being exposed as calumniatores rather than mere defaulters. Yet if 
Jewish influences, and those of a hostile character, were at work in 
Nero's court, and this too is highly debatable,63 pressures might have 
been brought to bear on the handling of the case. The young Nero 
was not, like Claudius, addicted to the law-courts, and it is probable 
enough that Paul's case was a routine matter for a deputed judge. It is 
an attractive speculation of Edmundson (Church in Rome, pp. 113-14) 
that a favourable climax, whether by acquittal or default, happened 
under the honest Burrus, just before his death in Spring 62, before the 
succession of Tigellinus. But we have no reason to be sure that the 
praetorian prefect of the day presided in person. 

The question next arises whether any of the other ostensibly 
Pauline letters throw light on this period. Here we may draw on the 
discussion in Chapter 6. There it was. argued that Ephesians, 
Colossians, and Philemon belong together in the first year of Paul's 
Roman imprisonment, and that Philippians belongs to the last 
months of that same &tetia. Many would deny the authenticity at 
least of Ephesians, but that epistle is not in any case our primary 
concern here. The two epistles to Colossae or its neighbourhood 
appear to belong together, and if indeed from the imprisonment at 


62 It may of course be objected that Luke's writing is tendentious, and that this is 
precisely the impression he wanted to create. But there is no logical argument 
from a judgment of an author's motivation directly to the falsity of his statement. 
63 Much has been built on some doubtful hints in Josephus that the empress 
Poppaea was favourably disposed to the Jews, especially the phrase BeoaeBts 
yap tv (Jos. Ant. 20.8.11.195), used in a context where she pleaded for Jewish 
petitioners. But it is questionable, as we have seen, whether SeooeBis denotes a 
‘god-fearer’. It is often a complimentary epithet, ‘pious’, whether Jewish or 
pagan, and in this case probably ‘religious’, i.e. perhaps ‘superstitious’. See E.M. 
Smallwood, ‘The Alleged Jewish Tendencies of Poppaea Sabina’, JTS n.s. 10 
(1959), pp. 329-35, who argues against the common assumption. 
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Rome, may be plausibly dated neither earlier nor later than 60 or 
possibly the beginning of 61, before the news of earthquakes in the 
Lycus valley had reached Rome. 

Philippians, however, bears clear marks of having been written 
from a situation where Paul had already been a long time in 
captivity, for the attempt of rival preachers to embarrass his work 
bears the marks of a developed local situation (Phil. 1:12-18).64 Time 
was also needed for the fairly extensive reference of visits and the 
interchange of needs between Philippi and Paul's place of imprison- 
ment (Phil. 2:25-30; 4:18) (see further pp. 271ff.). This picture will fit 
interestingly with the most attractive understanding of the ‘saints of 
Caesar's household’ (Phil. 4:22) as imperial slaves or freedmen based 
in Rome, but known to the Philippians through their employment as 
couriers between Rome and the East, and so also the informal bearers 
of Christian intelligence to, from and through Philippi, as a stopping- 
place on the Via Egnatia section of the great highway. Imperial freed- 
men, like the praetorium (Phil. 1:13), might be explained as located 
elsewhere than Rome, but much more pointedly there. The circum- 
stances of travel may actually favour the Roman provenance over 
places at lesser distances, and Paul's ready and constant communi- 
cation with the East from Rome is not without its own relevance to 
our discussion. 

Now a placing of Philippians late in the Roman imprisonment 
may prove important. It is the letter most likely to shed light on the 
particular mood and occasion of the closing months of the 81eria. It is 
often characterized as a letter of joy, but that joy is distilled from the 
response to impending crisis. Paul reflects on alternative possibilities, 
life or death (Phil. 1:20-26; cf. 2:23), but his expectation is clearly on 
the side of life and renewed ministry to the churches which still need 
him (1:24-26; 2:24), whatever his personal desire to depart and be 
with Christ (1:23). 

All this is circumstantial, perhaps tenuously so. But if we must re- 
construct, this seems a quite probable line on which to do so. It tends 
to confirm the impression that Paul was actually brought to trial, and 
also that it was a reasonable expectation in the circumstances then 
known to him that he would be released, though that outcome 
hinged on a critical verdict on which he could not yet presume. 


64 A question may be raised here about the unity of Philippians, and hence 
about its unity of date and setting. I am not persuaded by B.D. Rahtjen, ‘The 
Three Letters of Paul to the Philippians’, NTS 6 (1959-60), pp. 167-73, and shall 
treat the letter as having unity of provenance. In fact the present view could be 
related, mutatis mutandis, to Rahtjen's analysis located at different stages of the 
Roman imprisonment. 


394 The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History 


At this point attention may profitably be drawn to an apparent 
difference of perspective between the two groups of letters which we 
have located in the Roman imprisonment. They share one significant 
feature to which we shall return shortly, that Paul's concerns and 
future hopes are directed eastward rather than to Rome and the West 
(cf. Rom. 15:24). Paul shows an intense emotional concern for the 
Colossians (Col. 2:1, 5), and expects to visit them soon, as he requests 
the preparation of a lodging for him there (Phlm. 22). At this time his 
expectation is to be released following some more or less predictable 
formalities. But when we turn to Philippians the case is quite 
different. There is a much deeper wrestling with the issues of life and 
death, impending crisis, and the same expectation buoyed up by a 
sense of the needs of the churches in the East. Between these two 
situations, I suggest, must be placed the enactment of the SC Turpi- 
lianum which was intended to compel prosecutors to prosecute. 

So we come to grasp the nettle of the Pastorals. The question of 
using their evidence may be raised at two levels. There is the problem 
of authenticity per se, and also that whether, authenticity apart, they 
contain any evidence which may be firmly related to any particular 
setting in Paul's life. 

Perhaps today the most influential arguments against the Pauline 
authenticity of the Pastorals are theological ones. The letters are con- 
sidered to betray a theological situation later than that of the au- 
thentic Paulines, in that the writer is concerned to pass on a deposit of 
traditional faith inherited from the apostolic generation. They present 
a different Paul from the volcanic controversialist of the agreed 
Epistles, namely, a ‘Paul’ mellowed into being a link in the chain of 
tradition. C.F.D. Moule's 1964 Manson Memorial Lecture serves as a 
useful catalyst of opinion here.65 Moule is keenly sensitive to the 
intractable problems posed by the alternative pseudepigraphical and 
fragment theories, and comes nearly full circle, advocating (albeit 
very tentatively) Lukan authorship in a Pauline setting. The real 
sticking-point for Moule is a difference of atmosphere from the 
admitted Paulines. In particular, he cannot conceive of Paul speaking 
of the Law in the terms used in 1 Tim. 1:8.66 

The hypothesis of Lukan authorship of the Pastorals has had some 
recent vogue, and if it were established, might give an unexpectedly 


65 C.F.D. Moule, ‘The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles: A Reappraisal’, BJRL 47 
(1964-65), pp. 430-52. 

6 But this is indecisive, for Timothy (if he was really the recipient) presumably 
knew Paul's mind on the Law, and Paul would not have needed to guard against 
the misunderstanding of those who exalted the Law as the ground of justifi- 
cation. 
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different turn to our main inquiry.67 It raises the problem of the style 
of the Pastorals, a large topic which we can only treat very briefly 
here, merely to clear the ground. The stylistic argument is suggestive, 
but indecisive. L.F. Clark, in an unpublished Manchester MA thesis,68 
has exposed statistical flaws in the works of P.N. Harrison,69 A.Q. 
Morton70 and K. Grayston and G. Herdan,7! all of whom measure 
statistical diversity by divergence from an inner core of accepted 
writings, not from within the whole corpus of ostensible writings, a 
procedure which magnifies differences. It is undeniable that there is 
relatively a greater lexical richness in the Pastorals than in the 
accepted Paulines, but it is not clear how much significance can be 
attached to this difference. It may be heavily influenced by subject- 
matter, especially by the lists of virtues and vices in the Haustafel 
sections. It is difficult to know whether real statistical significance can 
be attached to variations in documents of this length.72 Statistical 


67 Apart from Moule, cf. Quinn, S.G. Wilson; see p. 385, n. 50 above. The 
similarity was observed, if differently assessed, as early as Rackham: ‘the Acts in 
itself suggests living intercourse with the apostle. For in the later chapters there is 
much resemblance in style to the Pastoral Epistles’ (Acts, p. liii). 

68 L.F. Clark, An Investigation of Some Applications of Quantitative Methods to the 
Pauline Letters, with a View to the Question of Authorship (Manchester, 1979). 

69 P.N. Harrison, The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles (OUP, 1921). 

70 A.Q. Morton and J. McLeman, Paul, the Man and the Myth (London: Hodder 
& Stoughton, 1966). 

71 K. Grayston and G. Herdan, ‘The Authorship of the Pastorals in the Light of 
Statistical Linguistics’, NTS 6 (1959-60), pp. 1-15. 

72 Cf. the remarkable differences in the frequency and usage of te in Luke and 
Acts (see Chapter 2, p. 31). To suggest that this kind of argument is indecisive 
does not ‘prove’ the converse. See further the trenchant criticism of Harrison's 
arguments by B.M. Metzger, ‘A Reconsideration of Certain Arguments Against 
the Pauline Authorship of the Pastoral Epistles’, ExpT 70 (1958-59), pp. 91-94; cf. 
J. McRay, ‘The Authorship of the Pastoral Epistles: A Consideration of Certain 
Adverse Arguments To Pauline Authorship’, RQ 7 (1963), pp. 2-18 (note 
however his erroneous acceptance of Cadbury's argument from the mis-dated 
BGU 628). In a valuable survey article E.E. Ellis, ‘The Authorship of the Pas- 
torals: A Resumé and Assessment of Current Trends’, EQ 32 (1960), pp. 151-61, 
gives an impressive and varied list of twentieth century scholars favouring the 
genuineness of the Pastorals: T. Zahn (1906), F. Torm (1932), G. Thoernell (1933), 
A. Schlatter (1936), W. Michaelis (1946), C. Spicq (1947), J. Behm (1948), J. de 
Zwaan (1948), J. Jeremias (1953), E.K. Simpson (1954), and D. Guthrie (1957). See 
especially Guthrie, The Pastoral Epistles (London: Tyndale, 1957), pp. 11-53. For 
another recent criticism of Grayston and Herdan's methodology see T.A. Robin- 
son, ‘Grayston and Herdan's “C” Quantity Formula and the Authorship of the 
Pastoral Epistles’, NTS 30 (1984), pp. 282-88. For authenticity cf. also B. Reicke, 
‘Chronologie der Pastoralbriefe’, TLZ 101 (1976) cols. 81-94 = ‘Les pastorales 
dans le ministére de Paul’, Hokhma 19 (1982), pp. 47-61. 
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quantification of stylistic features may be effective only with large 
bodies of relatively homogeneous material when examined under 
strict controls. None of this discounts the difficulty over style, but 
casts doubt on the assumption that the difficulty can be objectified. 
The Lukan hypothesis as such seems gratuitous here. 

We come back to the indications that the Pastorals are later than 
Paul as otherwise known. It is important to stress anew the real un- 
certainty of the criteria by which we measure an atmosphere of late- 
ness. But I am not disposed to question the probability that they are 
later. Our real contention, to be worked out on a larger canvas, is that 
the expansion (and also the development and diversification) of 
Christianity happened more rapidly than often assumed, and not 
necessarily by a tidy, linear evolution which gives an easy chronolo- 
gical handle. The changes in the Pastorals are probably to be ex- 
plained by the changes of perspective brought about by circum- 
stances operative within a later ministry of Paul himself. Situational 
change must have been a very significant factor in the primitive 
period, however difficult it may be to document its course now. 

It may seem excessively bold to renew such a suggestion today, 
when ‘fragment’ hypotheses lie to hand and offer the possibility of 
using evidence of genuine Pauline biographical details. These views 
yield one crucial point to our contention: that there are at least pas- 
sages which lend themselves to the question whether the Pastorals 
give us authentic biographical information about Paul. To consider 
that question is at least to concede the legitimacy of the quest. The 
serious doubt would then be whether the fragments were so divorced 
from a clear context in Paul's life that they could not be chrono- 
logically placed. 

It is ironical that apart from the essentially theological and stylistic 
arguments, which seem indecisive,73 the historical objection remains 
that the Pastorals are suspect because they cannot be fitted into the 
narrative of Acts. This is an odd reversal of so much held today, 
when Acts is held suspect wherever it cannot be fitted to an (often 
hypothetical) reconstruction developed form the ‘primary’ evidence 
of established epistles. But if in fact the Pastorals belong to a period of 
Paul's life subsequent to the end of Acts, that is a sufficient reason for 
the silence of Acts. There is not necessarily a problem here at all. 

Let us then begin from the proposition that there is no intrinsic 
improbability in the hypothesis that the personal allusions in the Pas- 
torals refer to Paul's actual ministry, and perhaps a post-Acts 
73 I tacitly omit here the separate consideration of points like the late or Gnostic 


character of the opponents confronted in the Pastorals, for this approach seems 
less influential today. 


Chapter 9 The Date of Acts 397 


ministry. This, it may be claimed, is in line with the expectations in 
Philippians. If any or all of the Pastorals are treated as unified docu- 
ments, the question is whether the setting of any or all is (1) in Paul's 
lifetime as recorded in Acts, (2) in Paul's lifetime beyond the end of 
Acts, or (3), post-Pauline. (We need not be troubled here with refined 
questions of who actually wrote them or who acted as amanuensis). If 
however the personal details above are deemed significant, but only 
as fragments embodied in an alien context, the same options aply, but 
with much less chance of reaching any satisfactory answer. But these 
fragment theories seem an unnecessary step, and create harder prob- 
lems of bibliographical probability than they purport to solve. 

We need not linger long over the first option, that the personal 
allusions are Pauline from within the period of the Acts narrative. 
J.A.T. Robinson has recently made a valiant attempt to establish this 
position,74 but it is difficult to suppose that Paul could have written 
2 Tim. 1:17 before he had been to Rome, or that he could have been in 
Rome before he arrived there as a captive. Nor is Reicke's explana- 
tion, which Robinson follows, very persuasive.75 At most, 1 Timothy 
or Titus might belong within the period of Acts, even if we still feel 
constrained to place 2 Timothy at the end of Paul's life because of its 
distinctive captivity references. The specific references in the two 
former letters are relatively few, and those contained in 1 Timothy 
seem to contain nothing referring to places or situations which could 
not be accommodated within Acts. But when the allusions in all three 
letters are isolated and set out together, the subtle links between them 
are too impressive: Hymenaeus has made a shipwreck of his faith in 1 
Tim. 1:19-20, and is upsetting others in 2 Tim. 2:17-18. The name is 
not common, and it would be difficult to suppose allusion to other 
than the same man. Again, Tychicus appears as Paul's envoy both in 
Titus 3:12 and 2 Tim. 4:12. Such connections and their like might in 
themselves mean little or nothing, but when taken with the many 
parallelisms in the character and ostensible pupose of the letters, it is 
difficult to separate them as a group, and the harder again it is to 
entertain ‘fragment’ hypotheses as a realistic explanation of the 
personalia. The crucial issue increasingly takes the form of a decision 
as to whether the details in 2 Timothy can be located in a Pauline 
setting. There are distinct signs that this is the latest of the three 


74 Redating, pp. 67-85. Robinson places 1 Timothy tentatively in late 55, at the 
time of Paul's Corinthian controversies, and Titus in early 57, possibly even as 
written from Miletus during the voyage to Jerusalem (pp. 81-84). He associates 2 
Timothy with the other captivity epistles, and locates them all in Caesarea. 

75 Redating, pp. 75-76, following the suggestion of Reicke developed in his 
article ‘Chronologie der Pastoralbriefe’, TLZ 101 (1976), col. 90. 
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letters, and that the other two concern preceding journeys and 
activities. So the placing of 2 Timothy seems likely to carry the others 
with it. We have seen that it is hard to place it before Paul's Roman 
captivity. Then, too, Titus involves places and movements, to Crete 
and to Nicopolis (presumably the city of that name in Epirus, near 
Actium), which are not ostensibly placeable in Acts. The attempt to 
place the whole group within Acts may actually often stem from an 
unnecessary desire to tie the essential authenticity of these epistles to 
an independently documented setting. But if the prospects of Paul's 
acquittal were good, as seems likely, it need not be a matter of special 
pleading to entertain the possibility of a career of Paul after Acts. One 
might even dare to suggest that the Pastorals provide prima facie 
evidence of such a sequel. 

There are some specific indications of this outcome. (1) In 2 Tim. 
4:16 4 pam pou dtodoyia might be understood either of an indeci- 
sive first hearing (prima actio) in the present trial, or of a previous 
situation, where God's deliverance (v. 17) had meant acquittal. The 
latter option would give us an ostensibly Pauline allusion to previous 
acquittal. But the case is not so simple, and most recent commentators 
correctly prefer the former view.76 This appears to be giving current 
news, not introducing abrupt reference to the past, and news of crisis 
more dire than appears in the known Roman imprisonment, when 
Paul was not apparently so isolated and abandoned by his friends. 
There is then apparent evidence here for the stages of a legal process 
different in flavour from that which we have inferred from Acts and 
the setting of the Captivity Epistles. It remains difficult, if only on 
account of the stubborn reference to Onesiphorus seeking Paul in 
Rome (2 Tim. 1:17), to link this process with Caesarea, unless we also 
resort again to fragment theories to break the integrity of the context. 
(2) If the view taken here of Philippians be accepted, that epistle 
registers Paul's reflection on a crisis corresponding to that ter- 
minating the &etla of Acts 28:30, but different in flavour and per- 
sonalia from that encountered in 2 Timothy. These two epistles might 


76 Thus e.g. Guthrie, The Pastoral Epistles, p. 175; J.N.D. Kelly, A Commentary on 
the Pastoral Epistles (London: Black, 1963), pp. 217-18; C. Spicq, Les Epitres Pas- 
torales (Paris: Gabalda, 4th edn, 1969), p. 818; M. Dibelius and H. Conzelmann, 
The Pastoral Epistles, tr. P. Buttolph and A. Yarbro (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 
1972), p. 124; A.T. Hanson, The Pastoral Epistles (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans and 
London: Marshall, Morgan and Scott, 1982), pp. 160-61; G.D. Fee, 1 and 2 
Timothy, Titus (San Francisco, etc.: Harper and Row, 1984), p. 245. The latter 
view was traditional in the early church following Eusebius, HE 2.22.1-8 and 
lent itself to the assumption of Paul's release and second imprisonment. It is still 
accepted in W. Lock in ICC (1936), p. 119. 
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indeed lend themselves to comparison as Pauline responses to suc- 
cessive crises. (3) Conversely, a negative point of method: the process 
of working out the natural trend of the evidence has often been 
abandoned in favour of the easy tendency to force together pieces of 
the jigsaw which may not be adjacent. There is an almost irresistible 
impulse to find significant links wherever prima facie linear in- 
ferences may be plausibly drawn, whereas it is in the nature of 
several New Testament controversies or legal issues that events were 
liable to be repetitive, perhaps on progressively shifting ground. It 
may be our hope to be able to document and reconstruct the progres- 
sive moves in a controversy rather than to attempt to consolidate into 
one the references to its successive phases. In the present case there is 
the prospect of tracing processes of change in the standing of Chris- 
tians before Roman authority from the provincial precedent set by 
Gallio, through an imperial indication, to a more dangerous anti- 
Christian shift leading to the Neronian persecution, and finally tc the 
complex upheaval induced by the fall of Jerusalem, all in the space of 
20 years. 

If then we may tentatively accept that there are valid indications of 
a Pauline ministry beyond the S:etia, and that the Pastorals might be 
a legitimate source for at least seeking them, there remain two ques- 
tions to which answers may be attempted. (1) Were Paul's earlier 
plans or desires, expressed in his accredited letters, notably his in- 
tention of going to Spain (Rom. 15:24, 28), ever fulfilled? (2) Can we 
reconstruct anything of what did happen to him? 

(1) The statement of Paul's intention to go to Spain can be assigned 
fairly precisely to the eve of his last visit to Jerusalem with the ‘Col- 
lection’ (Rom. 1:13 with 15:23-28). It was his plan to pass through 
Rome, and be furthered on his way to Spain with the support of the 
Roman church. There is nothing in the Pastorals to suggest that this 
intention was ever fulfilled, and it is clear enough elsewhere that 
Paul's expectations were radically altered. From the ostensible evi- 
dence of Acts, we are apparently to understand that Paul was 
divinely prepared first for the prospect of captivity (Acts 20:22-23; 
21:11-14) and then for Rome as an ultimate, rather than an interim, 
destination (Acts 25:12, 21). Paul's references to Rome in Romans 
differ from the sequel. He was apparently moved at the time of 
writing by the determination ‘not to build on another man's founda- 
tion’ (Rom. 15:20), and his plans for Spain were the product of that 
determination not to trespass on a field already well evangelized. But 
when Paul came to Rome he had no choice of the circumstances, and 
demarcation agreements were for the time being inapplicable. 

If however he was then released, did this permit him to resume his 
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previous intention? The only possible evidence is in Clement of 
Rome's phrase ml Td Téppa Tis BSto0ews €dASuv (1 Clem. 5:7), taken 
with a phrase in the Muratorian Fragment, sed et profectionem Pauli ab 
urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis. Even if the latter is no more than a du- 
bious inference from Romans 15, Clement at least should presumably 
have been in a position to know. Despite J.B. Lightfoot's argument 
that tépya necessarily implies the Ultima Thule, the farthest limit, of 
the West,77 its primary reference seems to be to the turning-point at 
the end of a race-track (Latin meta), and in the metaphorical sense 
either ‘pivot’ or ‘culmination’ may be as valid a rendering as ‘ex- 
tremity’. The word would repay some further lexical study. It seems 
at best indecisive as evidence to corroborate a visit of Paul to Spain. 
The Corinthians presumably understood Clement's allusion, and pro- 
bably understood it as of Rome. The point is often made that Paul 
would have found Jews in Spain, but Paul Bowers has shown that the 
extant evidence of Spanish Jewry is later and suggests a first consi- 
derable colonization after 70, and major expansion no earlier than the 
third century.78 Thus the Spanish interpretation of Clement is doubt- 
ful, as is the use of Clement to confirm on this score a later ministry of 
Paul after release from Rome. If Paul was released, if he did travel 
widely again, and if that later ministry was extended in time, perhaps 
well beyond the Neronian persecution, as Ramsay believed (CRE 
[7th edn], chart on p. 168; cf. also 346ff., 488ff.), it is possible that he 
went to Spain, but, if so, it has left no unambiguous mark on our 
sources, and can be no more than a speculation. 

There are however intentions expressed by Paul which may be 
assigned to a later state of his expectations. In Phlm. 22 he requests a 
lodging to be prepared for him, presumably in Colossae. In Phil. 2:24 
he expresses his trust in the Lord that he will himself come to Philippi 
shortly. If our suggested setting for these two epistles be accepted, we 
may reconstruct his expectations somewhat on these lines. At the 
time of writing Philemon (AD 60) he expected rapid and untroubled 
vindication, perhaps by default. But by the time of Philippians the 
judicial situation had shifted, and his trust is directed to the outcome 
of a crisis, and his confidence in God focuses then on the factor that 
his churches need him (Phil. 1:24-26). In this there is a marked change 
of perspective since the writing of Romans. There he wrote as though 
his work as an apostolic pioneer in the East were complete, and he 
must break new ground. Now his burden is for the continuing needs 


77 Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers, Vol. 2, Part 1, pp. 30-31. 
78 Bowers, ‘Jewish Communities in Spain in the Time of Paul the Apostle’, JTS 
n.s. 26 (1975), pp. 395-402. 
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of those churches which were the sphere of his previous care.7? And 
this may well be significant. It is the Pastorals which reflect the 
eventual fulfilment of this changed expectation. It was a new phase of 
Paul's ministry, the organization and preparation of the churches to 
endure changing and dangerous times when he would personally be 
taken from them and the first generation passed. It is the kind of 
change which is reflected in the transition from the argumentative 
vigour of Paul's earlier epistles to the Pastorals' framework of 
structured leadership to nurture and preserve tradition. The context 
of such a change may be plausibly inferred, a shift provoked in part 
by signs of the deteriorating standing of Christians in the eyes of 
Roman authority, of the ominous approaching cataclysm of the 
Jewish War, by recurring division and false teaching in the yet 
immature Pauline churches, unprepared for the trends of the times. 
In sum, our point is that Paul accepted a modified role, marked out 
perhaps by a succession of enforced changes of perspective, ever 
since his plans for Spain turned to detention and captivity. The 
evidence, at least for the resultant change of plan upon release, is 
contained in epistles (Philippians and Philemon) which are widely 
received as authentic. 

(2) The presumption, then, about the remaining course of Paul's 
life is that it consisted of further travels, apparently in line with his 
new plan to return to the East, followed by re-arrest and martyrdom 
in Rome at an uncertain date, either in the Neronian persecution of 64 
or its aftermath, or possibly some time later. 

The references in the Pastorals permit us to recover some of the 
places and strategies, but do not suffice to enable us to reconstruct 
any precise reference of his movements. There is no a priori reason 
for positing whether 1 Timothy or Titus comes first. The lack of any 
reference in 1 Timothy which, in isolation, could not be placed in 
Paul's known life perhaps testifies in this later setting to his concern 
to revisit the same places. Evidence of a specifically topographical 
kind is in fact limited to 1 Tim. 1:3, urging Timothy to stay in Ephesus 
while Paul himself went to Macedonia. In Titus the specific geo- 
graphical references lie outside localities where Paul is otherwise 
known to have worked. Titus 1:5 refers to his having ‘left’ (katé\ttov) 
Titus in Crete, with the implication that Paul himself had been there, 
and he intended to winter in Nicopolis. The personal allusions asso- 
ciated with these movements lie outside our knowledge of situations 
elsewhere, in Acts or Epistles. Tychicus, an Asian, had been in Paul's 
79 The evidence for this is already apparent in Phlm. 22, a letter generally 


received as authentic, if this is rightly placed in the earlier part of the Roman im- 
prisonment. 
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company since the voyage to Jerusalem (Acts 20:4) and was evidently 
the bearer of the early group of Captivity Epistles (Eph. 6:21; Col. 4:7). 
He was also Paul's envoy here to Crete (Tit. 3:12) and again to 
Ephesus in 2 Tim. 4:12. Apollos, too, appears in a new context (Tit. 
3:13), while their respective companions, Artemas and Zenos the 
lawyer, are otherwise unknown to us. 

The connection with Crete is intriguing, and not obviously ex- 
plained. We can only conjecture that Paul returned first to his known 
churches to encourage them and regulate their affairs with regard to 
the future. Perhaps that desire is reflected in 1 Timothy. Only then 
perhaps would he have felt free to accept a new calling, and Crete, on 
which he had merely touched on his voyage, lay within the general 
sphere of his responsibility in the Greek East, and was presumably 
hitherto untouched at least by the ministry of an apostle or major 
leader. The final stage of his work was to train leaders and establish 
continuity for the future throughout the area of his labours. It might 
be a rash speculation to suggest that 1 Peter, an epistle redolent of the 
threat of impending persecution, is a pastoral letter from a com- 
parable period, complementary with Paul's last pastoral initiative. 

2 Timothy seems to be the reflection of sudden arrest, at a time of 
revisiting the churches of Asia, and interrupting the yet unfinished 
task. The place of arrest is unclear, but the requests refer to persons 
and property left in Asia, Trophimus sick at Miletus, and the pro- 
perty with Carpus at Troas (4:20, 13). The need for a cloak, and the 
exhortation to Timothy to come with it before winter (4:21), suggest a 
time late in a sailing season. It might be a fair guess that the crisis 
happened in Ephesus. Alexander the coppersmith did Paul much evil 
(4:14): Timothy must beware of him. The implication may be that 
Timothy is currently in the place where this bitter opponent, perhaps 
the author of Paul's arrest, might threaten him. And in sending Ty- 
chicus to Ephesus (4:12) Paul seems to be replacing Timothy with 
Tychicus as his personal representative there, so that Timothy may be 
released to come to Paul (4:13). The following reference to Carpus at 
Troas may imply that Paul's departure thence was abrupt and in 
haste, even after having had some facility to see a friend there. That 
may have been due not directly to arrest at that time, but to rapid em- 
barkation after enforced delay at Troas to wait for a suitable wind for 
the passage to Macedonia en route for Rome.80 

We come then to the question of Paul's martyrdom. The earliest 


80 For the function of Troas in the system of communication, and the possible 
need to embark instantly at short notice when the wind changed cf. C.J. Hemer, 
‘Alexandria Troas’, TB 26 (1975), pp. 79-112, esp. p. 102, 106-107, though it now 
appears more likely that Paul was arrested in Ephesus rather than Troas. 
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testimony to it is in 1 Clem. 5:5-7, and that is a vague allusion. 
Pherigo writes that the tradition of Paul's martyrdom under Nero is 
first explictly mentioned more than a century later.81 According to 
Pherigo, ‘The evidence for Paul's martyrdom under Nero, let me 
repeat, is not nearly as early nor as reliable as that for his release from 
the imprisonment of Acts, nor is it any more unanimous’.82 Even so, 
this remains the most probable outcome, for Clement presumably 
only alludes to what was well known in his day, though there is no 
certainty that Peter and Paul suffered in Rome on the same occasion 
or in comparable circumstances. The coupling of their names in a 
number of subsequent writers (Ignatius, Rom. 4.2; Eusebius, H E 
2.25.8; etc.) may preserve a genuine tradition of their association in 
martyrdom, but cannot be pressed for detailed information. The 
relation of Paul's martyrdom to the Neronian persecution must 
remain an open question. It may be that Paul suffered then, or that 
his arrest in Asia resulted from information obtained against him 
then, or that his later ministry was more prolonged in absence from 
Rome beyond this date. 

Tentatively, then, we may offer the following tabulation, with the 
bracketed sequel exempli gratia: 

Roman captivity 60-62 
Colossians, Ephesians, Philemon written 60 
S.C. Turpilianum 61 

Philippians written —c. winter 61-62 
Trial and acquittal early 62 
Journeys of unknown extent and duration 62 onwards 

(possibly: asummer in Asia Minor 62 

summer and winter in Creteand Greece 63-64 

second arrest in Asia and overland to Rome _ 64 or later) 

The whole preceding discussion offers a scenario to explain the 
Pauline content of the Pastorals apart from correlation with Acts. The 
important piece missing from this presentation of this part of the jig- 
saw is the placing of the composition of Acts itself. We have argued 
from general and circumstantial grounds for an early dating of Acts, 
and from the factor of ‘immediacy’ to a most natural placing close to 
the events at the end of the book. The function of attempting to 
reconstruct the actual sequence of events is to suggest the particular 
place where the book fits into our tabulation. The composition of 
Luke and Acts in their final form may naturally be placed in the cap- 
tivity period 60-62, and Acts would thus have been completed and 


81 L.P. Pherigo, ‘Paul's Life After the Close of Acts’, JBL 70 (1951), pp. 277-84. 
82 Pherigo, ‘Paul's Life’, p. 284. 
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presumably issued in the immediate aftermath of Paul's release, spe- 
cifically in 62. The ending of Acts, that is to say, provides prima facie 
evidence of a particular early date confirmed by its relation to the re- 
construction of the sequel. 


V. The Composition of Luke-Acts 


We may begin consideration of the second stage with the relationship 
of Luke to Mark. We have noted the uncertainties in dating both, 
apart fom the suggestion that both may be fixed by their priority to 
Acts. In particular, the reasons for placing Mark after 65 are in- 
decisive. If there is value in the tradition which connects this Gospel 
with Rome, and in the traditional ascription, it may be pertinent to 
observe Mark's alleged presence in Rome early in Paul's imprison- 
ment (Col. 4:10; Phim. 24), in both epistles in association with Luke 
and Aristarchus (Col. 4:10, 14; Phlm. 24), both of whom, according to 
Acts, had voyaged to Rome with Paul. The traditional ascription of 
the Gospel to Mark may of course be questioned, though some will 
use Mark's association with Peter's €Eo50s in favour of a later date of 
the Gospel, and the connection of Mark with Peter in Rome is attested 
elsewhere in the New Testament (1 Pet. 5:13), though the timing of 
Peter's movements remains uncertain. Let us however stress for the 
present the simple point of Mark's ostensible association with Luke in 
Rome in the period of Paul's imprisonment at c. 60. 

Although Mark's Gospel need not be later than the early sixties, it 
would be rash and unnecessary to claim that it is any earlier. Mark's 
presence in Rome at this period gives a natural placing for its tradi- 
tional Roman provenance. Now the manner in which Luke uses Mark 
claims our interest. His work is not structured upon it, but upon the 
non-Markan material, what we might term, without prejudice to 
judgments of its status, Q + L. The incorporation in the Third Gospel 
of blocks of edited Markan material is secondary to a non-Markan 
structure. To put the implication a different way, Luke's use of Mark 
is secondary to, and presumably subsequent to, his pre-existing 
assemblage of material from non-Markan sources. But the case is not 
simple, for in Palestine he probably had access to material similar to, 
and overlapping with, Mark, a variant of the same ‘Synoptic’ tradi- 
tion, clarified in his case by specific personal inquiry. 

It is not necessarily significant whether Q + L ever existed as an 
actual entity, a draft or first recension, in fact a ‘Proto-Luke’. That 
concept is a logical, if not a literal, precursor of the Gospel, in that it 
represents conceptually a stage of composition, even if the process 
was untidy and the stage never demarcated tangibly in an actual draft 
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document. By the ‘first stage’ we refer to the Palestinian gathering of 
materials, even if this was not formalized as any more than notes. The 
‘second stage’ is then the Roman stratum. The reading of Mark pro- 
vided a second stimulus to a writer who was already engaged ona 
cognate task. 

The question seems open whether Luke wrote the substance of 
Acts before or after his composition of the Gospel, for in either case 
the Preface, ending of Acts and editorial adjustments between the 
two are likely to have been the last parts of his work. The material 
closest to hand from his own notes and experience may even have 
been treated first, where the Gospel involved a more intricate process 
of compilation from written sources and perhaps a wait for the avail- 
ability of the concurrent work of Mark. This possibility may be enter- 
tained even apart from the arguments of C.S.C. Williams, Russell, 
Parker and others for dating Acts before Luke. There is a suggestive 
point in the two accounts of the Ascension (Luke 24:50-53; Acts 1:6- 
12). If read consecutively they are awkward, with or without the 
Western ‘non-interpolation’ of Luke 24:51, as though the Luke of Acts 
had obtained new and different traditions in the interval, but left in 
the Gospel the impression of an immediate parting, while placing it 
in Acts seven weeks later. If, however, Luke 24 is read as an appended 
summary of Acts 1:6-12 and its aftermath, the difficulty is eased. It is 
asummary which comprehends also the subsequent practice of the 
disciples to worship in the Temple (cf. Acts 2:46; 3:1), and the time 
factor in this longer perspective is unspecified. There might then be 
some plausibility in the supposition that the Acts version, at least in 
that pair of pericopes, is compositionally prior. In any case we should 
build nothing on such a supposition, unless to underline, if such were 
indeed the case, the closeness of Acts to its latter events. The central 
point is that Luke-Acts, essentially as a unity, was in process of com- 
position during the Stetia, which provides a natural slot for it. 

Several difficulties may be explained in the context of this dating. 
(1) There is perhaps at least some interim light on the ending of Acts. 
Whatever the explanation, it seems not improbable that Luke did not 
know the sequel when he was composing the body of the work. Even 
if the eventual ending was deliberate and carefully judged in the 
event, it was not, on this assumption, long premeditated as providing 
a conclusion foreshadowed through a chosen literary and dramatic 
structure. Acts 20:37-38 may thus have been penned before the sequel 
was even known, and not then altered with hindsight, a point which 
we shall discuss further below. 

(2) The postulated writing of Mark and Luke, two works of such 
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similar type, at virtually the same time and place, may be handled on 
this ground. The two books were functionally different, with different 
prehistories. If Luke, on arrival in Rome, found Mark with a work in 
progress or complete, his own prior investigations were not thereby 
rendered redundant. On the contrary, the limits of the earlier Gospel 
highlighted the distinctive contribution of his own researches, which 
derived from his own prior purpose. 

(3) This raises afresh the question of Luke's own purpose in 
writing. We may stress here in provisional terms that it was not 
simple, nor to be assessed in terms of an exclusively determined 
audience, but that apologetic and explanatory motifs are present, as 
well as the desire to instruct and strengthen the churches. I would 
suggest that Luke-Acts was only part of a sudden spate of Christian 
writing in this period, and that this development was even related to 
Paul's own change of perspective. We might conceive his own policy 
as comprising three such successive stages as the following: (a) In his 
earlier ministry he was occupied with pioneer evangelism, against a 
background of expecting an imminent Parousia to which he would 
survive. (b) A critical experience at Ephesus (2 Cor. 1:8-9) brought 
home to him his own mortality, and induced a new searching about 
the state of the believer who has died (2 Cor. 5:1-5), while the 
problems of the Corinthian church drew out in him a deeper 
involvement with the continuing situation. (c) At the time of his 
imprisonment new political and religious tensions were taking shape, 
and the prospect has unfolded of a second generation Christianity 
beset by a changing and deteriorating environment, which called for 
his statesmanship in preparing the churches. This accords with the 
placing of Luke-Acts shortly before the impending crises about which 
it seems to be silent, the Neronian persecution, the Jewish War and the 
more definitive separation of Christian from Jew and the effective 
withdrawal of official protection. 


VI. The Ending of Luke-Acts: A Suggestion 


The problem of the ending persists whether we have to explain Paul's 
death or his release. We have argued that it is Paul's release which 
poses the problem. In the light of our discussion, it appears that there 
is a reasonable possible scenario for Luke's silence. 

The situation is one which lies outside the common experience of 
people in the modern comfortable West, and may obtrude itself on us 
only when we have friends living in some politically sensitive part of 
the world. In Britain today it is hard for people even to comprehend 
the need for certain kinds of apparently quixotic discretion. If Paul 
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was released, Luke was not at pains to advertise the fact. Paul was re- 
turning to scenes of his previous labours. This book, even if primarily 
directed to a Christian audience, was not likely to be restricted in its 
circulation to trustworthy insiders. The occasional implacable enemy 
who might turn to it need not be primed with the advance know- 
ledge that Paul might reappear at any time on his patch. 

There is something more to be said here of the likely nature of 
Paul's last ministry. It may have purposed to avoid any significant 
entanglement with authority, to be a ministry of encouragement to 
the churches, as free as possible of public provocation. That is not to 
say that Paul had ‘mellowed’, or that he would fear to tackle danger- 
ous issues when the Gospel was at stake. But his ministry was best 
exercised in quietness, and could be terminated by premature conflict. 

How does this relate to Acts 20:38? we have already argued that 
the argument from apparent vaticinium ex eventu to redaction after 
the event is indecisive, and that perhaps this passage was even 
written before the sequel was known. The atmosphere of the last 
chapters of Acts is otherwise optimistic: Paul goes through deep trial 
and suffering, but the drama issues in a free passage for the Gospel in 
Rome and an apparently quieter interlude for Paul himself. Even if 
special significance be attached to 20:38, that significance may be read 
in contrary ways, either as a foreshadowing of Paul's death, or as a 
pointer to an early date of Acts, before Paul's renewed travels had 
falsified the expectation. 

The question may be put a different way, about Luke's redaction. 
How much did he know at the time of composition, and did he in his 
omission, or in permitting Acts 20:38 to stand unredacted, effectively 
suppress facts? Was he, on our suggested hypothesis, less than frank, 
in a manner which touches his character or integrity as a writer? 
These doubts do not involve serious charges against Luke, and may 
even be artificially hypercritical, divorced from actualities. So far as 
Acts 20 is concerned, we may argue that Luke told it as it happened. 
It really was an emotional farewell scene. And if nothing had hap- 
pened to nullify the possible finality of that farewell, there was no 
obligation on him to say, ‘Now that Paul is free again, perhaps, after 
all, he will see them again’. There are diverse explanations to hand 
for the passage, whether or not we invoke redactional rehandling. 
There is no occasion to suggest that Luke is suppressing the truth, or 
even creating a false impression by the truth he tells.83 


83 This is an ambivalent area, for some scholars will accept with equanimity the 
supposition that Luke created events and speeches wholesale, while yet as ready 
to be critical of a defence of him which concedes that he was presenting facts 
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The operative concept here is that of ‘discretion’, which need not, 
and should not, be forced into antithesis with ‘truthfulness’. It is one 
of the simplest facts of human relationships that some things in some 
contexts are better left unsaid. The unsympathetic reader might be 
left initially to infer that Paul was condemned. The fact of release 
would of course become quickly known: the direction of new 
initiatives need not. If Luke's silence sufficed to see Paul established 
among trustworthy friends in the East before enemies were alerted to 
make a systematic search for him, this would serve his purpose. 

To argue thus assumes the rapid publication and circulation of 
Acts and the implacable hostility of opponents. But such hostility is 
implicit in the reference to Alexander the Coppersmith in 2 Tim. 4:14- 
15, in a passage widely received as authentic. If this means that Paul 
suffered damaging accusation or betrayal into arrest at his hand, this 
would fit the supposition of a violently premature termination of 
such a ministry as we have inferred. The factor of ‘discretion’ may 
also help to explain another prima facie objection to the release hypo- 
thesis, that Luke looks to the Roman state as the protector of Chris- 
tianity, and would have been pleased to include the apologetic 
weight of a Roman acquittal, were that possible for him. The case is 
rather that he passes lightly over the whole matter of judicial process, 
noting Paul's captivity in reserved terms, stressing rather the freedom 
of the Gospel than the delay in bringing an innocent man to trial. 
Rome does not come so well out of this, even if justice were done in 
the end. But at a time of deteriorating relations it may have been pru- 
dent on this score also to leave Roman favours implicit in generalized 
optimism rather than to draw attention to a judicial crisis, however 
favourable its present resolution. It may also be relevant to repeat the 
suggestion that much of the work was written before the knowledge 
or problem of the ending was presented to Luke's mind. However 
deliberate and calculated in the light of the actual sequel, it may not 
have been premeditated in the writing, and a different issue might 
have turned the problem of the conclusion into different channels. It 
is in any case probable that, along with the prefaces, it was written 
last, of the latest state of play, and on the eve of publication. 


Conclusions Summarized 


We have argued here for a dating of Acts in 62. The termini com- 
monly assumed for the dating of Mark after c. 65 and Luke after 70 


selectively. Conversely, his defender may be over-exercised to meet such criti- 
cism with an exaggerated and unnecessary attempt to affirm his veracity in an 
exhaustively literalistic way which exceeds the natural bounds of the relevance of 
language and context. 
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are indecisive, and many general indications point to an early setting 
and compostion of Acts itself. These broadly based general consider- 
ations may be taken together with an argument from the ‘immediacy’ 
of the latter chapters of Acts. The ending of Acts may then serve as an 
indication of the particular early date we have suggested. 

Such a currently unfashionable view cannot now be established 
without in some degree accepting the onus of working out its critical 
implications across a wider field of the evidence, and we have sup- 
ported it by offering a tentative scenario for evaluating the evidence 
of the Pastorals as well as the more widely accepted Pauline epistles. 
The fate of Paul is a crucial question for any such reconstruction, and 
we have defended the view that he was released, and offered a tenta- 
tive explanation for Luke's reticence upon that ground. 

We conclude with a comment and a note of the possible implica- 
tions of this section. 

(1) This defence of the early date may seem bold to the point of 
rashness in the present climate. But it is perhaps the climate rather 
than the evidence which is against it. Some careful scholars appear to 
be sympathetic to this position, but are unduly influenced by 
misplaced cautions against challenging prevalent views. The strength 
of the more traditional position is in the interlocking of the docu- 
ments upon ostensibly early ground, and its difficulties are engen- 
dered by the attempt to sustain inappropriate mediating positions in 
modified deference to the appearance of a different consensus. I am 
all for caution, and ready to recognize the need for it in my own at- 
tempts at reconstruction, but it should be applied in the appropriate 
places. The early date of Acts may indeed be offered as firmer ground 
amid shifting sands, tending to carry with it an earlier placing of 
Luke and the integrity of the Pastoral evidence rather than being dis- 
qualified by prior judgments about them. This is another case where 
the simple interlocking of ostensible evidence may be the index of 
truth. 

(2) The early dating of Acts is a significant part of our total case. 
While not per se anything like a ‘proof’ of historicity, it is an impor- 
tant catalyst, which influences the formulation of questions, and ex- 
cludes inapplicable lines of argument. It is one major avenue into the 
heart-area of the problem. Theories of tradition-historical reinterpre- 
tation by the early church tend to require time, and to become more 
difficult with early datings. The evidence may be held to exclude 
absolutely many faulty arguments for alternative views, if not 
thereby ecluding a better defence of those views. 

It is relevant to stress that our opinion places Acts unequivocally 
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in the lifetime of many eyewitnesses and surviving contemporaries of 
Jesus, Peter and Paul, as prospective readers who could object to the 
presence of material falsifications. Again, that does not prove the 
veracity of Luke's account. Indeed, the early date has on occasion 
been linked with a fictional view of Acts.84 Yet such a view must im- 
mediatly pose another question, whether it is credible that Acts is fic- 
tion, credible amid the life-and-death issues which confronted the 
church under Nero. The seriousness of questions of truth for the com- 
munity is sufficiently attested in the earnest dialectic of Paul's own 
epistles. 

(3) If Acts is early, there are other considerable, positive implica- 
tions. Its evidence seems often to have been forced into an artificially 
and implausibly late synthesis of Christian development, whereas it 
should be taken as a focal document in the argument for an earlier 
synthesis, closer to the apparent evidence. It is striking how many 
unnecessary problems, which may become occasions for an un- 
avoidable compounding of special explanations, are the products of 
forced and unnecessary hypotheses. 


84 Goodenough in SLA, pp. 51-59. 


Chapter 10 
Conclusion’ 


It seems odd and inappropriate that in an era in which our know- 
ledge of the hellenistic world has grown significantly, there was for 
so long a pronounced lack of discussion about the relation of the Acts 
of the Apostles (the New Testament book which boasts the most ties 
to its milieu) to the world and history around it. It is especially unfor- 
tunate in that the vacuum seems to have been caused not by a lack of 
relevant evidence for consideration or the fruitful consummation of 
debate, but rather by exegetical and theological taste and fashion. 
Discussions on the subject begun before the First World War and 
interrupted by that event were left unfinished as interests turned to 
new methods and questions. But the tide is turning again, the dis- 
cussions are being renewed,? and not without good cause. There is a 
wealth of new data from inscriptions and papyri from the Graeco- 
Roman world which New Testament scholars are unwise to ignore. 
Moreover, the questions surrounding the book of Acts are of funda- 
mental importance for our understanding of the historical back- 
ground of the apostles, especially Paul, and of our understanding of 
the genesis of Christianity (Chapter 1). 

After a brief preliminary investigation of various questions sur- 
rounding Luke-Acts (Chapter 2), we were able to give a cautious 
assent to the appropriateness of asking about the relationship be- 
tween historical method in Acts and that in ancient historiography in 
general (Chapter 3). It is not that we have particular literary parallels 
which demand such comparisons, but rather there is a common 
world of traditions and conventions which the author of Acts seems 
to share with other ancient writers of allegedly historical narratives. 
In particular, we have stressed that, contrary to modern opinion on 
the subject, ancient historians were capable of very rigorous and 
critical methods and principles, even if their views on what types of 


1 (Ed.) This summary chapter has been compiled by the editor. 

2 In such works, for instance as M. Hengel's Acts and the History of Earliest 
Christianity (London: SCM, 1979) and G. Ltidemann's recent Das friihe 
Christentum nach den Traditionen der Apostelgeschichte (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1987). See Stephen Neill and Tom Wright, Interpretation of the New 
Testament 1861-1986(OUP, 1988), esp. pp. 368-78 for an optimistic survey of the 
recent changes in emphases. 
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sources were most trustworthy were not the same as ours.3 There 
was, furthermore, a vast diversity of historical practice, even in the 
scraps of literature that have survived. We cannot simply assume 
that, because it was an ancient work, it is therefore impossible that 
the narrative in Acts (or reported speeches) is historically reliable. As 
with any historian, ancient or modern, we may expect certain ten- 
dencies, but the work must stand or fall in its own right.4 And al- 
though it is often said that ancient standards of historiography differ 
radically from modern ones, the two are not completely incom- 
patible, and the modern questions of accuracy and the like remain 
important ones to ask, even if they must be answered negatively. If 
forced to choose between them, we must in this respect prefer a 
Haenchen, who at least discusses the historicity of the narrative even 
if he frequently ends by dismissing it, to a Dibelius, seeking to 
postpone indefinitely the question of the ‘real events’ in favour of 
extended discussion of literary matters. If Luke was a praiseworthy 
historian by ancient standards, but useless to us in our attempts to 
reconstruct an accurate picture of the early church, so be it, but we 
want to know that. The picture may not be so bleak, however. 

From the general discussion of historiography and method, we 
turned to the knowledge displayed and related in the book of Acts 
(Chapters 4, 5). Here we discovered a wealth of material suggesting 
an author or sources familiar with the particular locations and at the 
times in question. Many of these connections have only recently come 
to light with the publication of new collections of papyri and 
inscriptions. We considered these details from various, often over- 
lapping, perspectives, risking repetitiveness, since our interest was 
not primarily in the details themselves, but rather in the way that 
they supported and confirmed different ways of reading the text— 
various levels in the relationship of the narrative with the history it 
purports to describe. By and large, these perspectives all converged 
to support the general reliability of the narrative, through the details 
so intricately yet often unintentionally woven into that narrative.5 

Similarly, the ostensible chronological framework of Paul's life 
presented in Acts can be seen to mesh well, even if somewhat tightly, 
with the events and details mentioned in the Epistles (Chapter 6)— if 


3 Such as the favouring of eyewitness reports over written evidence, and the 
stress on interviews, travel and participation. 

4 Acts is, after all, a unique work, unprecedented in its historical interest in 
chronicling the growth of a religious movement. 

5 The major exception being the ‘Theudas problem’, see above, pp. 162-63, 
which, even if a genuine historical error, would not be of sufficient magnitude to 
call into question the basic credibility of the author. 
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the best variation of the South Galatian theory is accepted (Chapter 
7).6 This involves a synthesis of three elements: (1) a South Galatian 
destination for the epistle; (2) an early, pre-Council date for it; and (3) 
the identification of Gal. 1 with the visit in Acts 9 and Gal. 2 with Acts 
11. The straightforward interpretation of Acts along these lines com- 
plements very well the time-tables and geography which can be 
teased from Paul's own writings and we have responded to a number 
of the objections. We have also shown abundant evidence that 
‘Galatia’ can refer to the larger provincial area and that the ethnic title 
‘Galatian’ would have been applicable to the Pauline churches in the 
south. The only possible difficulty remaining is the ‘concurrent view’ 
of Gal. 1:8-2:1, which is, in any case, a specific understanding of an 
ambiguous passage, rather than a re-interpretation of an otherwise 
plain text.? We have thus been able to work out a chronology of 
Paul which contradicts neither the epistles nor Acts, covering the 
years AD 50-62, and a more tentative reconstruction of the pericd c. 
AD 30-50. In terms of the theologies of the two authors, there are, of 
course, differences of emphases and understanding, but these are 
expected when dealing with any two writers, especially when their 
works are of such different genres and purposes as the Acts of the 
Apostles and the epistles of Paul. If a theory does justice to both sets 
of evidence, it should be examined carefully; the boat has not been 
‘shipwrecked’ on the rocks of Greek grammar, nor on theologies, 
nor ethnic titles, nor any of the other navigational hazards, but many 
have abandoned ship before the sailing. 

Only after the chronological and geographical ties between the 
book and the period about which it tells have been established did we 
deal with the question of authorship (Chapter 8). Here the we- 
passages are the most significant pieces of the puzzle. Alternative 
interpretations having been shown as invalid,? we are left only with 
the possibilities that the author of the final version was a participant 
in some of the actions or that he was making a false claim to have 
been. The latter position is shown unlikely by the anonymous nature 
of the book and the merely sporadic nature of the claims. If, then, the 
author was an eyewitness and companion of Paul, it is not unlikely 


6 And we have seen that all too often critics have interacted with less effective 
alternatives, dismissing the whole enterprise prematurely. 

? The tightness of the chronology cannot be regarded as a serious obstacle, but 
rather as a datum of the problem, and that can be incorporated in any one of a 
variety of unremarkable ways; see above pp. 261-67. 

8 F.H. Chase, ‘The Galatia of the Acts’, Expos 4th ser. 8 (1893), p. 411: ‘The 
South Galatian theory ... is shipwrecked on the rock of Greek grammar’. 

9 Such as that of Robbins, see pp. 317-19. 
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that the traditional attribution of the book to Luke is correct.!0 On 
the matter of sources, we have argued that it is most likely that 
participation and the testimony and interview of eyewitnesses were 
employed whenever possible, perhaps accounting for some of the 
distinctive features in Lukan accounts. 

We have also argued for a relatively early date for Luke-Acts, AD 
62 (Chapter 9). We presented a list of fifteen features which suggest 
an early setting,!! and the ‘immediacy’ of the later chapters in Acts 
taken together with the peculiar ending to the book make such a date 
highly probable. We have worked out in some detail how this 
suggested date would fit in with the Hauptbriefe and with the events 
hinted at in the Pastorals, if those letters are based upon good 
traditions. !2 

The conclusions that result from all this work may be regarded as 
unfashionable as, indeed, only a few years ago, would the inquiry 
itself; clearly the time has come for a change. Much good work has 
been done in the area of Luke's theological interests, but the historical 
questions are not thereby answered nor can they be thereby ignored. 
As our knowledge of hellenistic history continues to grow through 
the discovery and publication of new inscriptions and other evidence, 
our picture of early Christianity and the documents it inspired will 
naturally grow accordingly. 


10 Although this external evidence is really all we have to go on; arguments 
from medical language and the sort are indecisive. 

11 Cf. pp. 376-82. 

12 Even if, however, a later date is accepted, this would in no way affect the 
arguments advanced in the previous chapters regarding the historical character 
of the narrative. 


Appendix 1 
Speeches and Miracles in Acts 


Introduction 


Two stumbling blocks still remain in the middle of the road that leads 
to acceptance of the arguments we have here presented. Modern 
scholars have objected that the ancient author of the book of Acts (1) 
has coloured the speech material with his non-apostolic (especially 
non-Pauline) understanding of theology, and (2) has contaminated 
the narrative with his out-dated supernaturalist world-view. The 
book therefore can neither be trusted as a record of early events or of 
apostolic preaching. Both of these are serious objections for the 20th 
century reader, and are subjects worthy of books in themselves, but a 
few words here must suffice.! Our goal is merely to show that there 
is insufficient grounds for the closing off of options on the basis of 
these matters, and to indicate the general direction that a full-scale 
treatment of these questions might take. 


1. The Speeches 
The Extent of the Speech Material in Acts 


The principal speeches of Acts occupy less than a quarter of its total 
bulk.? In the RSV text, the total of verses occupied by twelve major 
speeches, five attributed to Peter, one to Stephen, and six to Paul, is 
226 out of a total of 1003, or 22.5%. But, somewhat surprisingly, there 


1 [Ed.] Dr Hemer had projected three additional chapters to have been titled: 
‘The Speeches’, ‘The Miracles’, and ‘Penultimate Problems’. Unfortunately none 
of the three were completed. Most of the extant general material from the 
manuscript of the first two has gone into this appendix. The ‘Penultimate Prob- 
lems’ chapter was never really begun by the original author. To the best of my 
knowledge, there is not even an outline of the contents, although it seems certain 
from earlier chapters that Dr Hemer had planned to tackle the question of the 
purpose of Luke-Acts, among other matters. It is planned that Dr Hemer's 
material on specific speeches will be published in forthcoming volumes of the 
Tyndale Bulletin. 

2 The verses are: 2:14-36; 3:12-26; 4:8-12; 7:2-53; 10:34-43; 11:5-17; 13:16-41; 
17:22-31; 20:18-35; 22:1, 3-21; 24:10-21; 26:2-23. 
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is as much or more direct speech that does not fall under the heading 
of ‘major speeches’. All together, slightly more than half the book of 
Acts is taken up with the recording of direct speech.3 

Further, it is difficult to classify this spoken material. The twelve 
major speeches cannot easily be differentiated from the others in 
terms of length or form. Peter's disquisition on Judas and the need to 
replace him (1:16-22), and the prayer of the disciples (4:24-30) are 
both longer than Peter's address to the Council (4:8-12);4 significant 
speeches of comparable or even greater length are placed in the 
mouths of pagans, the Ephesian ypappatets (19:35-40) and Festus 
(25:14-21), or Jewish leaders or opponents, like Gamaliel (5:35-39) or 
Tertullus (24:2-8).5 There are also speeches contained in dialogue, 
15:7-11 (Peter), 13-21 James), and the purported texts of letters, both 
Christian (15:23-29) and of the Roman tribune Lysias (23:26-30). There 
are brief exhortations deeply embedded in context (27:21-26; 33-34) or 
speeches responding to events of the narrative (25:14-21) or intro- 
ducing a sequel (25:24-27). These are not rigid categories, but there is 
a gradation of types through them all into brief narrative dialogue, 
like 8:19-24, 30-31, to isolated questions and sayings.6 Even beyond 


3 The incidence of direct speech is consistent through the book, depending only 
on the subject matter and a preponderance of longer speeches towards the 
beginning and end. It is rare to find more than about ten consecutive verses 
without an interjection of the spoken word. The longest sequences I have noted 
are at Acts 11:19-12:6 (18 verses) and 13:48-14:9 (14 verses), in each case tran- 
sitions between incidents with narrative summaries, and not contained in a 
unified pericope. The long narrative of Acts 27-28 is so far broken up by speech 
as never to display a comparable sequence. I exclude from the reckoning Old 
Testament quotation, unless itself contained in direct speech. 

4 Peter's words here concern a situation hardly relevant beyond the earliest 
church. Haenchen (Acts, pp. 160-61, 163) builds an unwarranted scepticism on 
Luke's explanatory note in vv. 18-19, and explains the passage as created to bring 
into prominence indirectly the Twelve as witnesses and guarantors of the gospel 
and especially the resurrection. This significance may be valid enough, but is 
hardly a reason for Luke to have created this rather difficult pericope as his way 
of stating it. The prayer in contrast is kerygmatic in content, appropriate to 
theological analysis, but not a speech in the usual sense, nor attributed to an 
individual. 

5 Note however the absence of 24:7 from the best texts of the Tertullus speech 
(see Metzger, Textual Comm., pp. 490). 

6 The arbitrary character of the categories might be variously illustrated. In a 
recent article, G.H.R. Horsley, ‘Speeches and Dialogue in Acts’, NTS 32 (1986), 
pp. 609-14 chooses ten Acts speeches beside 8 ‘dialogues’ and 20 ‘one-liners’ as 
his basis for comparisons. But these categories are much harder to separate for 
Acts than for the historians and biographers compared, and he combines as one 
those which form a group in a debate scene in the historians. His tabulation illus- 
trates in general terms the relatively high incidence of direct speech in Acts, but 
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that there are numerous references to preaching, teaching or arguing 
or testifying as the very essence of the narrative. 

The point may be illuminated by comparison with some of the his- 
torians who may be supposed most immediately relevant. The 
striking thing is the relatively high proportion of direct speech in Acts 
(and in the Third Gospel’), coupled with marked differences in 
usage. Of 673 short sections in the first book of Josephus’ Jewish War 
(itself probably rather unrepresentative as recapitulatory of earlier 
history), only 59 contain direct speech, 45 in complete or virtually 
complete sections, the rest often brief sayings within the paragraph- 
section.’ The percentage is thus 8.8%, and the actual bulk of direct 
speech an appreciably smaller proportion. Yet 28 sections are occu- 
pied by just four speeches (1.19.4.373-79, 1.23.5.458-65, 1.32.2.622-28, 
1.32.3.630-35), all of length comparable with the longest in Acts ex- 
cept the Stephen speech. Further, even among shorter speeches there 
are paired formal dialogues (e.g. Herod and Augustus, 1.20.1.388-90, 
1.20.2.391-92), and the climactic scene of emotional confrontation be- 
tween Herod and Antipas, where the two final long speeches are the 
focus of a passage BJ 1.32.1-5.620-40, is rhetorically contrived, and 
the mere evidence for indictment of Antipater is reported briefly and 
indirectly (1.32.4.637-38). 

There is an extreme contrast with this in the first book of Polybius, 
which contains no oration in direct speech, but only the brief sum- 
mary of the terms of a treaty (1.62.8-9), a quotation from Euripides 
(1.35.4), and a single word as the cry of a crowd (1.80.9). The content 
of two speeches is merely reported in oratio obliqua (1.79.11-13; 
1.80.1-4).9 The first book of Dionysius of Halicarnassus is also 
sparing in its use of speeches, though it includes many citations of lit- 
erature, the text of an inscription (1.64.5) and of a dated census record 
(1.74.5), and traditional oracles (1.19.3; 1.68.4). None of the five 


not the patterns of its actual content and distribution. 

7 In the Gospel no less than 68% of the verses contain direct speech. The 
amount of brief dialogue within verses is much greater, and the distortion in the 
percentage correspondingly larger. There are also long tracts of discourse and 
parable which raise the figure close to 90% in the middle third of the book, 
corresponding closely to the Lukan ‘travel-narrative’. 

8 There are also passages, like BJ 1.3.3.76, where the spoken word is placed in 
oratio obliqua, even if there shifts to second-person address without losing the 
optatives of indirect speech. 

9 It is of note that the former is interrupted by the arrival of a message (1.79.14), 
in view of recent discussion of the form of interruption in the Acts speeches 
(Horsley, ‘Speeches and Dialogue in Acts’). Note again in 1.79.12 the shift of 
personal pronouns to a direct fav ... has. 
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speeches recorded are long, and there are at least two brief sayings 
(1.58.2-4, 5; 1.81.5; 1.82.1; 1.83.1; 1.86.4, the harvest of 90 chapters). 

Thus the author of Acts displays an interest in direct speech that is 
not readily paralleled in other ancient literature.!0 The reason for this 
preoccupation is not difficult to understand, however: the progress 
of the good news was the very subject of the book of Acts, and 
preaching of that word (and the words spoken in opposition to it) is 
therefore the heart of the matter, not mere illustrative material as it 
might be to authors who write about the history of nations or the 
causes and effects of a war.!! 


The Speech as Précis 


The crucial question of historicity here concerns only the essential 
content of the speeches. We need not be concerned with any 
supposition that they are verbatim reports; there is a clear argument 
against such an extreme position. Paul's first approach to an 
audience, for instance, required a degree of exposition and explana- 
tion of the essence of the kerygma, which is generally not repro- 
duced. He must frequently have spoken at great length, as indeed we 
are told at Acts 20:7, and the implication is clear enough in other 
places where he or others ‘argued’ or ‘testified’ to their case (Acts 
2:40; 9:22; 14:1,3; etc.). The brief summary paragraphs we possess do 
not purport to reproduce more than perhaps a précis of the distinc- 
tive highlights. They do not read as transcripts of oral delivery and 
the responses of the audience to them do not relate realistically to the 
bald words reported. The real issue is whether they are Lukan sum- 
maries or Lukan creations. 

There is, of course, still a spectrum of possibilities between the 
notion of a verbatim report and that of unfounded invention, and the 
relation of some of the gradations to the consensus of historical 


10 The comparison with biography falters as well. Cf. the discussion in Chapter 
2. Horsley's tabulations ( ‘Speeches and Dialogue in Acts’, p. 613) seem to 
indicate that the numbers of items of direct speech in Suetonius or Plutarch are 
more nearly comparable with those in Acts, but in Suetonius’ Augustus they are 
exclusively ‘one-liners’, and in Plutarch a mixture of these with ‘dialogues’, the 
category of ‘speeches’ being absent from both writers. It is immediately apparent 
that the quantity of direct speech is again relatively small in both. The character 
of the speech is also different, consisting of anecdotes or traditional bons mots. 
For Plutarch’'s attitude to the historical actualities of his famous encounter 
between Solon and Croesus cf. Plut. Solon 27.1. 

11 Thus also P. Schubert, ‘The Final Cycle of Speeches in the Book of Acts’, JBL 
(1968), p. 16: ‘The speeches of Luke are an essential part of the story itself, “the 
story of the proclamation of the Word of God”. 
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criticism is complex.!2 But we may subsume the essence of the task 
under these general issues in hierarchical order, like three sieves of 
progressively coarser mesh, to sift out three different levels of pos- 
sible historical value in the speeches. (1) Is the speech historical in its 
actual substance, in the sense that it represents what was actually 
said upon the specific occasion? (2) Is it, while ‘unhistorical’ by the 
former test, nevertheless acceptable by standards of historiography 
appropriate to Luke's day, and so deserving of some modified accep- 
tance as fair comment suitable to the tenor of the time, or the like? (3) 
Is it ultimately ‘unhistorical’ in both ancient and modern senses, but 
still usable, whether as evidence of Luke's conception of the primitive 
kerygma or as evidence at redactional level for the controversies of 
his own time? 

Our primary interest is in question (1). We are drawing the criteria 
for historicity tightly because that is the central question. If, however, 
we answer that question negatively, we need not appraise Luke's 
work as historically useless. He may still be useful on a modified 
ground, and any evaluation of him may need to be carefully nuanced 
if (2) or (3) may still be answered positively. These are important as 
‘fall-back’ questions, though it may be noted that (2) seems hard to 
demonstrate precisely.!3 In any case an evaluation of the speeches, 
and an analysis of them in such terms will point the way again to a 
more refined qualification of the virtues of ‘Luke the historian’. 


12 We may instance such variations as the summary or paraphrase of an actual 
speech (in varying degrees of fidelity or accuracy); the independent writing up of 
traditions about what was actually said; the presentation of Luke's conception of 
what was appropriate to the occasion; Luke's presentation of a piece of authentic 
primitive kerygma, not necessarily tailored to the occasion; or Luke's 
presentation of what he mistakenly conceived to have been the primitive keryg- 
ma. In any of these cases he could have been in greater or lesser degree 
concerned with needs of his own time which differed from those of the dramatic 
date, and such concerns may then have influenced his content or wording, have 
stimulated him to creative alteration of the tradition, or, for that matter, have 
merely impressed on him the pointed relevance of Paul's words and the impor- 
tance of reproducing them as faithfully as possible. The differing members of this 
series, and their like, and the differing possible degrees of redactional adaptation 
of any of them are then open to an equally complex variety of judgment from the 
point of view of their historicity. 

13 Something like (2) is so often a catch-all for mediating positions or tied to 
simplistic generalizations about the nature of ancient historiography that it needs 
to be justified as a real option. Iam not sure that it is easily definable in terms of 
ancient practice. Let us categorize it generally as representing the ‘appropriate’ 
rather than the rigorously ‘true’, but as related to the event, not the redactional 
Sitz-im-Leben. 
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The refusal to credit the speeches in Acts as reliable summaries of 
actual speeches may be seen as embodying essentially three objec- 
tions: 

(1) The author, writing with ancient standards of historiography, 
would quite naturally have invented speeches as suited his artistic 
and ideological purposes; 

(2) The unity of the style and vocabulary of the speeches with the 
style and vocabulary of the rest of the book shows the speeches to be 
composed by Luke; 

(3) There is a continuity of content that stretches from speech to 
speech, regardless of the alleged speaker, indicating Lukan purpose 
behind the arguments, an objection which includes the view that the 
so-called Paulinism of the later speeches are actually unlike Paul and 
betray different perspectives from him. 

The first point is generally illustrated by citing the preface of 
Thucydides’ History, in which he makes it plain that he has not been 
able to preserve the orations accurately, and has instead included 
what he thinks the situation called for. Fruitful appeals for support 
may also be made to Josephus’ works and the writings of Dionysius 
of Halicarnassus, both of whom have clearly invented material for the 
speeches they record. 

The second item, the matters of vocabulary and style, need not be 
expounded at any length here, since the point is nearly universally 
accepted even by those who argue for the reliability of the speeches. 

The third point concerns the subject matter of the discourses. Cad- 
bury pointed out that certain arguments in various speeches in Acts 
actually depend upon each other in a way that could not have 
occurred in their ostensible setting, but only within the artificial 
world of a writer and his narrative. The classic example of this is the 
messianic exegesis of the Old Testament (cf. Acts 2:25-36 [a speech of 
Peter] and 13:35-37 [a speech of Paul]).14 

The ‘Paulinism’ objection is particularly associated with an essay 
by Philipp Vielhauer, although it does not depart radically from the 
programme outlined by Dibelius and Cadbury before him.!5 Essen- 
tially, it is argued that the passages in Acts which seem to show a 
connection with the thoughts preserved in the epistles bear only a 
superficial resemblance which is sustainable neither in terms of actual 


14 See J.T. Townsend, ‘The Speeches in Acts’, Anglican Theological Review 42 
(1960), pp. 151-52; Cadbury, BC 5.407-409. 

15 Pp. Vielhauer, ‘On the “Paulinism” of Acts’, SLA, pp. 33-50. Cf. Cadbury, BC 
5.410-16 and Dibelius, Studies, passim. 
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usage nor statistically in terms of quantity of apparent connections. 
Objections Answered 


But none of these objections can really stand in the way of the effec- 
tive alternative, namely that the speeches are Lukan summaries of 
actual speeches. We have dealt in some measure with objection (1) in 
chapter 3 above, where it was shown that the ancient historians were 
not without critical abilities, nor were they uniform in practice or 
theory.!6 The Thucydidean prologue is especially unfortunate for the 
objector to bring into the discussion, since (a) it is clear from that pas- 
sage that Thucydides is warning readers in a way that implies one 
should expect the speeches to be accurate where such warnings are 
not placed, and (b) he maintains that even when the actual speech 
cannot be recalled, he has tried to remain as true as possible to the es- 
sence of the words actually spoken.!7 And although it is true that 
Dionysius and Josephus treated speeches with less than Thucydidean 
rigour, there is reason to believe that their work, far from repre- 
senting a ‘universal standard’, could be considered substandard for 
that reason.18 

Objection (2) is no real objection at all. It effectively contradicts 
only a view that the speeches are framed in the very words of the 
purported speakers, a view which for various reasons no one now 
holds. Reminiscent of what we have seen in the discussion of the 
objections to the South Galatian theory, this powerful argument sim- 
ply does not communicate with the best alternative. If the speeches 
recorded are summaries, they are certainly to be regarded as Lukan 
summaries and as such will surely bear the mark of his particular 
language and interests. 

It is objections of the type of (3)— objections dealing with theology 
and content— that alone may decide between the effective options. 
Here too the critics are in something of a disarray, as they must on 
the one hand insist that the speeches are later redactions, while at the 
same time accounting for the evident primitive quality of much of the 


16 See also my article ‘Luke the Historian’, BJRL 60 (1977-78), pp. 28-51. 

17 Thuc. 1.22.1. Polybius is, if anything, less open to misinterpretation in his 
discussions of method. See for example Polybius 2.56.10-13, 12.25b, 36.1. 

18 As is clearly the case with Timaeus' work in the eyes of Polybius: cf. Polybius 
12.25i. See also 12.25a where Polybius’ comment that Timaeus actually invents 
speeches is seen as a final argument to answer any who might otherwise be 
inclined to champion him. Could speech invention have been the universal 
practice without Polybius knowing it? 
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material.!9 This is especially evident in the discussions of the speech 
of Stephen: Dibelius himself comments on the irrelevance of the main 
section (Acts 7:2-34) as the most striking feature of this speech, and 
accepts the possibility of an older text underlying the recital of facts 
(though dismissing any idea of an Aramaic original of the speech). 
He sees Luke's hand in the polemics which follow (Studies, p. 169). 
Haenchen, too, posits a pre-existing ‘history-sermon’, even if he 
seems not to provide a convincing explanation of the difficulties it 
raises (Acts, p. 288). If such are concessions from scholars generally 
loath to allow sources for speeches, others are much more positive. 
Among recent advocates of good sources here are (with many varia- 
tions) R.A. Martin, L.W Barnard, M.H. Scharlemann, C.H.H. Scobie, 
and among the commentators I.H. Marshall. Others, like M. Wilcox 
and R.J. Coggins, express themselves with nuanced reserve.*0 Some, 
like R.P.C. Hanson, who concur in seeing pre-Lukan sources, think it 
most improbable that the speech really derives from Stephen (Acts, 
pp. 93-95). The survey by Earl Richard?! stresses that there is little 


19 Cf. Conzelmann, Acts, p. xliv; Kimmel, Introduction, p. 119; Vielhauer, 
‘Paulinism’, SLA, p. 48. On the primitive christology, see especially C.F.D. 
Moule, ‘The Christology of Acts’, SLA, pp. 159-85; J.A.T. Robinson, ‘The Most 
Primitive Christology of All?’ Twelve New Testament Studies, Studies in Biblical 
Theology Monograph Series, Vol. 34 (London: SCM Press, 1962). U. Wilckens, 
Die Missionsreden der Apostelgeschichte (Neukirchener Verlag, 1963) argues 
against the antiquity of the speeches, see especially p. 186. 

20 R.A. Martin, ‘Syntactical Evidence of Aramaic Sources in Acts I-XV', NTS 11 
(1964-65), pp. 38-59; Barnard, NTS 7 (1960-61), p. 31; M.H. Scharlemann, 
Stephen: A Singular Saint (Analecta Biblica 34) (Rome: Pontificial Biblical 
Institute, 1965), pp. 22-30; Scobie, The Origins and Development of Samaritan 
Christianity’, NTS 19 (1972-73), pp. 390-414 (esp. p. 396: ‘the case for the use of a 
source must surely now be considered proved’). (Scobie cautions that 
Scharlemann fails to recognize the extent of Luke's editorial activity, and that he 
is very speculative in his manner of linking Stephen with the historical Jesus {p. 
393]); cf. Marshall, Acts, p. 133. Wilcox offers several findings of considerable 
interest. After examination of Semitisms in the text of this speech, he concludes 
that they ‘make it more difficult for us to assert confidently that the speech is a 
deliberate literary creation by Luke’ (Semitisms, p. 160). He goes on to argue that 
this and the speech of Paul at Pisidian Antioch came from an originally 
independent context with divergent OT traditions (p. 164). More broadly, he 
finds ‘hard-core’ Semitisms in a number of places in Acts, almost always in 
places which have a strong Lukan stamp, and these tend to appear as marks of 
the ultimate authenticity of the traditions incorporated. The strongest cases 
appear to be connected in some way with Antioch (pp. 177-78). Coggins, ‘The 
Samaritans and Acts’, NTS 28 (1982), pp. 423-34, enters a reservation against 
Scobie's claim that it is established beyond doubt that a distinct source underlies 
Stephen's speech (p. 428). 

21 Earl Richard, Acts 6:1-8:4, The Author's Method of Composition SBL Dissertation 
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agreement among recent scholars on this matter. 

The speeches often contain material that is not just primitive but is 
specifically tied to its ostensible historical setting. Thus, the Lukan 
Paul's dialogue with Stoicism is signalled most obviously by the 
actual citation of the Stoic poet Aratus of Soli (Phaenomena 5, in Acts 
17:28), Paul's own fellow-Cilician (cf. also Cleanthes, Hymn to Zeus 
4). The nature of God is thus explained against the backdrop of the 
Athenians’ own terminology, as Paul gently exposes the inconsis- 
tency between the transcendent reality to which their thinkers 
aspired and the man-made images of Athens. Other points take up 
issues shown by both groups of philosophers or combines common 
ground which he may share with one or both. In v. 25 he refers suc- 
cessively to the Epicurean doctrine that God needs nothing from men 
and cannot be served by them, and the Stoic belief that he is the 
source of all life (Bruce, Acts, p. 336). Paul plays off the one group 
against the other here, for the gods of Epicurus were unconcerned in 
human affairs, being themselves part of a cosmos engendered by the 
fortuitous collision of atoms.2? There are recurring themes which are 
aptly directed to the Epicurean, God as Creator and Lord of heaven 
and earth (v. 24), who gives life to all (v. 25), and who has appointed 
that man seek him, though he is not distant from any of us (v. 27). 
This God commands repentance (v. 30) and will judge the world. 

Similarly, the speech in the Synagogue at Pisidian Antioch is full 
of quotations more appropriate to the Jewish setting.23 But behind 
the text, though never explicitly cited, is 1 Sam. 7:6-16. It has been ar- 
gued that the speech as recorded is set up as a proem style of syna- 
gogue sermon, in which the 1 Sam. 7 passage is the haftarah, while 1 
Sam. 13:14 (cf. Acts 13:22) is the proem, and Deut. 4:37f. (cf. Acts 
13:17) the seder reading. The proem text in a proem homily was 
chosen by the exegete as a means of linking the seder and haftarah 
readings: this was also done by means of a process called haruzin, 
the ‘stringing of beads’. If this interpretation of Acts 13 is correct, the 
method is exemplified particularly in verses 32-37 of the speech.?4 


Series 41 (Missoula, Mont.: Scholars Press, 1978), pp. 14-26. 

22 For the Epicurean view of the gods, see Lucretius, De Rerum Natura 2.165-83; 
1090-1104; 5.146-234 and passim. 

23 V. 13:17b, Deut. 5:15; v. 18, Deut. 1:31; v. 19, Deut. 7:1; v. 20, Judges 2:16; v. 21, 
1 Sam. 8:5; v. 22b, Ps. 89:21/1 Sam. 13:14/Isa. 44:28; v. 26b, Ps. 107:20; v. 33b, Ps. 
2:7; v. 34b, Isa. 55:3; v. 35b, Ps. 16:10; v. 36b, 1 Kings 2:10; v. 41, Hab. 1:5. 

24 Thus J.W. Bowker, ‘Speeches in Acts: A Study in Proem and Yelammedenu 
Form’, NTS 14 (1967-68), pp. 96-104; M. Dumais, Le Langage de |'Evangélisation. 
L’annonce missionnaire en milieu juif (Actes 13,16-41), Recherches 16 (Montreal: 
Bellarmin, 1976); J.W. Doeve, Jewish Hermeneutics in the Synoptic Gospels and Acts, 
tr. G. VanBaaren-Pape, Van Gorcum’'s theologische Bibliotheek, 24 (Assen: Van 
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Even if the particular form is argued to be undemonstrable in 
Judaism of this time, the affinities to such structures (or the rudimen- 
tary beginnings thereof) is striking.25 The speech to Christians, Acts 
20, and the defence speeches also show touches that mark them as 
integrated at least with their narrative settings, if not with a real 
situation behind them.6 

Apart from those speeches which appear to lend themselves to the 
argument for Lukan redaction, there are others of little such signifi- 
cance, including the utterances of officials and opponents, which 
function in the unfolding of narrative, or convey the inner comedy of 
events, but are opaque to the touchstone of Lukan redaction. At one 
end of a continuum we have the raw material of theological debate, at 
the other end interesting examples of the variety and vitality of 
Luke's narrative technique. It is not easy to draw clear lines of demar- 
cation within the spectrum. The speeches are less like separate ‘set- 
pieces’ than they first appear, and much less so than in most of the 
historians. They represent a virtual continuum of phenomena with 
narrative which we have found to show detailed correlation with 
minutiae which can be checked or illustrated from the documents. 

Objection (3) relies on homogeneity of form and content across the 
speeches, which is clearly not the case.2” Nor are the distinctions 
always merely matters of arbitrary differences. It seems likely to be 
more than chance that at the two occasions when Ps. 16 is cited, the 
simpler argument is ascribed to Peter, while the one that arguably 
Gorcum, 1954), pp. 172-76. See however E.E. Ellis, ‘Midrashic Features in the 
Speeches of Acts’, Mélanges Bibliques (Festschrift for B. Rigaux), ed. A. Descamps 
and R.P. André de Halleux (Gembloux: Duculot, 1970), p. 305 and M. Rese, ‘Die 
Funktion der altestamentlichen Zitate und Ansielungen in den Reden der 
Apostelgeschichte’, in Kremer, Actes, pp. 64-66. 
25 See G.N. Stanton, Jesus of Nazareth in New Testament Preaching (CUP, 1974), 
pp. 70-85 for a similar analysis of the traditions behind Peter's speech in Acts 10. 
26 On the Miletus speech see esp. Barrett, ‘Paul's Address to the Ephesian 
Elders’, in God’s Christ and His People (Festschrift for N.A. Dahl), ed. J. Jervell 
and W. Meeks (Oslo, Bergen, Tromso: Universitetsforlaget, 1977), pp. 107-21. On 
the defence speeches see J. Jervell, ‘Paul: the Teacher of Israel’, in Luke and the 
People of God (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1972), pp. 153-83 and J. Neyrey, ‘The 
Forensic Defense Speech and Paul's Trial Speeches in Acts 22-26: Form and Func- 
tion’, in Luke-Acts: New Perspectives from the Society of Biblical Literature Seminar, 
ed. Talbert (New York: Crossroad, 1984), pp. 210-24. 
27 Against the attempts of E. Schweizer, ‘Concerning the Speeches in Acts’, 
SLA, pp. 208-16 and Wilckens, Missionsreden, esp. p. 186, see J. Dupont, ‘Les 
Discours Missionnaires Des Actes Des Apétres’, RB 69 (1962), pp. 37-60. More 
positively, see for example Moule, ‘The Christology of Acts’, SLA, pp. 159-85 
and M.H. Scharlemann, Stephen: A Singular Saint. 
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reflects Rabbinic training is ascribed to Paul.28 The Miletus speech is 
widely conceded to contain Pauline characteristics: (a) Language 
There are some striking parallels of phrase, like SovAevervy TG Kuplw 
(Acts 20:19; cf. Rom. 12:11); TeXetotbv tov Spdpov (Acts 20:24; cf. 2 
Tim. 4:7); tpogéxete Eautois (Acts 20:28; cf. énexe ceavTd, 1 Tim. 
4:16);29 and others of sentiment, like Paul's persistent earnestness in 
cherishing and admonishing his converts (Acts 20:31; cf 1 Thess. 2:7- 
8). Such instances might probably be extended, but are not to be 
given undue weight. The argument from parallels is at most illustra- 
tive or suggestive, or a counter to a dogmatic denial. (b) Biography 
The speech stresses Paul's pledge to support himself and not be a 
burden to his converts, or lend colour to any allegation that he was in 
the business for personal gain (Acts 20:33-34; cf. 1 Cor. 9; 2 Cor. 11:7- 
11; 1 Thess. 2:9-12; cf. Dibelius, Studies, p. 156). Again, the reckoning 
of the Ephesian residence at three years is specified only here (Acts 
20:31), though sectors within it have previously been mentioned, 
three months (Acts 19:8) and two years (Acts 19:10), the total being 
probably an inclusive reckoning, and fitting well enough on that 
ground with the outline chronology we have previously suggested. 
There are other biographical matters that might also have been 
brought up, but these will suffice as illustrations of this facet of the 
speech. (c) Theology The most striking point is the reference in Acts 
20:28 to the church which God has obtained ‘by the blood of his 
own’.30 Moule stresses the distinctive significance of this phrase 
(SLA, p. 171). He notes the rarity of the statement of the redemptive 
interpretation of Christ's death in Luke-Acts generally. Thus Luke 
omits the \vTpov-saying of Mk 10:45 (= Mt. 20:28),3! and this theme 
otherwise occurs in the Third Gospel only at Lk. 22:19-20, and then 
only in the longer text,32 and in Acts only here. Otherwise in Acts, 


28 Doeve, Jewish Hermeneutics, p. 176. 

29 J recognize that two of these examples are drawn from the disputed Pastorals, 
though the autobiographical passage in 1 Timothy in particular would be widely 
accepted as authentic, if only as a disembodied fragment, and in a similar 
‘farewell’ context. 

30 Taking tod i8lov as a genitive dependent on Tod alpatos and not in 
agreement with it. The point is unaffected whether we render the phrase ‘with 
his own blood’ (RSV) or ‘with the blood of his own’ (RSV mg). 

31 This difference cannot however be simply categorized as a Lukan redactional 
change, for the pericope in Lk. 22:24-27 is as a whole markedly different from Mk 
10:41-45 = Mt. 20:24-28, and its origins and compositional unity are in dispute. 
Cf. Fitzmyer, Luke 2.1411-1416. Both J.M. Creed (Luke, p. 267) and V. Taylor 
(The Passion Narrative of St Luke [CUP, 1972], pp. 61-64) derive the whole from a 
non-Markan source, Taylor specifying it as a ‘L’-passage. 

32 Metzger, Textual Comm., pp. 173-77. The Committee were divided, but the 
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according to Moule, the death is simply represented as turned to tri- 
umph or vindication by the resurrection, and the stress on salvation 
is not explicitly connected with a redemptive dimension of the death 
itself. ‘Is it significant, then’, writes Moule, ‘that the one exception 
should be on the lips of Paul and in an address to an already Chris- 
tian community? This is Paul, not some other speaker; and he is not 
evangelizing but recalling an already evangelized community to its 
deepest insights. The situation, like the theology, is precisely that of a 
Pauline epistle, not of preliminary evangelism’ (SLA, p. 171). It is left 
to Conzelmann (Theology, p. 201) to suggest that Luke adopts a turn 
of phrase current in the early church to give the speech a Pauline 
stamp, an ‘occasional tendency’ in Luke. That is a formula by which 
the apparently Pauline, no less than the apparently un-Pauline, may 
be enlisted in an argument about Pauline authenticity.33 

Vielhauer's specific charges about the ‘Paulinism’ of the speeches 
has the same flaw as the second objection— it is only a valid argu- 
ment against a ‘straw man’. The Pauline echoes to be found in the 
speeches were never meant to exhaust the depths of Paul's thought, 
and are certainly rephrased and couched in Lukan terms and under- 
standing. Vielhauer's discussion makes no contact with the view that 
the speeches are a summary made by another individual whose un- 
derstanding of Paul was tempered (as is our own) by his own context. 
The ‘distance’ is not nearly so great as Vielhauer imagines. 
majority accepted the longer reading, giving it a {C} probability rating. It is 
favoured by the overwhelming preponderance of all early text-types except the 
Western, but relegated to the margin of NEB and RSV. 
33 The failure to consider contrary evidence is worrying in view of the self- 
confident conclusions these scholars draw. According to Haenchen, Dibelius 
‘finally proved’ the speech to be Luke's work (Acts, p. 590). If such were the case, 
our study would be redundant. But this is just the point at issue, and the 
evidence suffices to mount a strong challenge to the assumption. The best 
defence these scholars offer here is Conzelmann's ‘heads I win, tails you lose’. An 
interesting comment on the passage is that of Marshall (Acts, p. 334), stressing 
from a contrary perspective that ‘we should not underestimate its importance as 
a statement which represented his [Luke's] own belief as well as Paul's’. In any 
case it is hard to understand why Haenchen, in so detailed a commentary, should 
omit any treatment of so important a phrase. His only mention of it seems to be 
in a concessionary footnote (p. 92n) which qualifies his denial that Acts contains 
a doctrine of vicarious atonement with the remark that this ‘formula’ contains an 
‘echo’ of it. 
34 ‘The obvious material distance from Paul raises the question whether this 
distance is not also temporal distance, and whether one may really consider 
Luke, the physician and travel companion of Paul, as the author of Acts’, 
Vielhauer, ‘Paulinism’, SLA, p. 48. See the discussions by F.F. Bruce, The 
Speeches in the Acts of the Apostles, Tyndale New Testament Lecture, 1942 
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Summary 


We must be content in this brief overview to show that the question 
of the reliability and source of the material in the speeches is far from 
settled. There remain good reasons for taking them as abstracts of 
real addresses rather than fabrications. In Luke's writing the spoken 
word is not a thing apart, a set-piece embodying a distinct literary 
technique of commentary. It is embedded in the narrative, in a degree 
which forces the question whether the sources which can be traced in 
some parts point to the use of respectable sources elsewhere. 

Here the data from the Gospel is of particular relevance. We find 
there the ‘speeches’ of Jesus and they derive from sources preserved 
(Mark) or inferred (Q). To the obvious objection that these ‘speeches’ 
are a thing apart, the specially preserved sayings of a Messianic 
leader, and therefore analogous neither to Acts nor to conventional 
historiography, there are complementary lines of response. Luke's 
narrative technique in the inclusion of the spoken word appears con- 
sistent across both parts, if we allow for the more complex pattern of 
traceable sources in the Gospel. Conversely, there is little similarity of 
method here with the most comparable near-contemporary historians 
and little more with the biographers.°5 So far as our specific evidence 
goes, we have to reckon with the demonstrable factor that Luke used 
sources for the spoken word, and used them rather conservatively, 
with whatever verbal and selective redaction. 

One further note: if we are correct in our previous contentions, 
that Acts was written by a companion of Paul at a relatively early 
date, that makes a profound difference to our understanding of 
Luke's access to sources. But we must be very careful here. This 
should not be invoked as a cumulative presuppositional thread in 
any detailed discussion of the speeches, which should be studied as 
far as possible separately on their own merits. But the force of this 
motif in reopening the question should be recognized. 


(London: Tyndale Press, 1944); and ‘The Speeches in Acts— Thirty Years After’, 
in Reconciliation and Hope (Festschrift for L. Morris), ed. R. Banks (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1974), pp. 53-68. 

35 And, apart from all this, much criticism proceeds on an assumption that the 
words of Jesus were far from being the object of careful preservation anyhow, 
that this material was open to radical creation and redaction, and inadequate 
analogies with the historians are even invoked in defence of this. The objector 
cannot have it both ways. 
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There is no way to avoid the problem of miracle in Acts.36 It is true 
that the subject is treated with reserve by Luke himself. Yet it is so 
integrated into the narrative that it cannot be prised out without 
irreparable damage to its context. It may be considered that this fac- 
tor alone invalidates much that has been said in the chapters above, 
in which we have been arguing throughout for an ‘ostensible’ treat- 
ment of texts unless there are problems which necessitate reinterpre- 
tation. The miraculous may be deemed just such a factor. A narrative 
which contains it is automatically suspect. 

There are several ways of attempting to handle the problem: (1) to 
deny the miraculous and explain texts containing it theologically, 
allegorically, as pious creation or the like; (2) to minimize the factor of 
miracle and refrain from raising the issue too acutely; (3) to adopt a 
sceptical view of the text generally on this account, and apply the 
keenest scepticism to accounts of miracle; (4) to admit the generally 
reliable quality of the narrative, and Luke's own acceptance of the 
miraculous, and treat his account sympathetically but critically, 
requiring stricter standards of testimony before taking his miracles 
too easily at face value. Such are at least examples of possible 
strategies. They are neither exhaustive nor mutually exclusive, and 
most scholars probably adopt gradations among them, varying with 
the instance. 


Miracle in the New Testament Context 


Miracle has some considerable prominence in many of the Hellenistic 
and Roman historiographers, especially in the form of bizarre pro- 
digies popularly taken to presage disaster. This aspect of the back- 
ground has already been sufficiently considered in chapter 3, and 


36 See generally C.S. Lewis, Miracles: A Preliminary Study (London: Bles, 1947); 
H. van der Loos, The Miracles of Jesus (NovT Supp. 9) (Leiden: Brill, 1965); C.F.D. 
Moule (ed.), Miracles: Cambridge Studies in their Philosophy and History (London: 
Mowbray, 1965); C. Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans and Exeter: Paternoster, 1984); H.C. Kee, Medicine, Miracle and Magic 
in New Testament Times (CUP, 1986). For miracles in early Christianity cf. also 
G.W.H. Lampe, ‘Miracles and Early Christian Apologetic’, in Moule, pp. 205-18; 
Gail Smith, ‘Jewish Christian and Pagan Views of Miracle under the Flavian 
Emperors’, SBL Seminar Papers 20 (1981), pp. 341-48; H. Remus, ‘Does 
Terminology Distinguish Early Christian from Pagan Miracles?’ JBL 101 (1982), 
pp. 531-51. On Acts in particular see J.A. Hardon, ‘The Miracle Narratives in the 
Acts of the Apostles’, CBQ 16 (1954), pp. 303-18; G.W.H. Lampe, ‘Miracles in the 
Acts of the Apostles’, in Moule, pp. 165-78; F. Neirynck, ‘The Miracle Stories in 
the Acts of the Apostles, An Introduction’, in Kremer, Actes, pp. 169-213. 
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there is no occasion here to do more than repeat a note of the fluctua- 
tion and ambivalence between scepticism and credulity which char- 
acterizes many of these writers. In any case the supernatural is little 
more or less than an anomalous curiosity. If any such pretension is a 
source of sharp scepticism for a Polybius or a Lucian, it may be ad- 
mitted by others, without the admission appearing to carry great sig- 
nificance for their overall world-view. 

The kind of argument may be curiously illustrated where Chris- 
tianity came to clash with other world-views. If the question of de- 
bate in the time of the Apologists is to be raised at all, it must be with 
a deliberate caution because of the factor of date. Much water had 
passed under the bridge, and the focus had shifted to a ground where 
the Christian claims were already well known. The case of Origen's 
response to Celsus is of particular interest. As H.C. Kee has recently 
observed, Celsus, even as a philosopher with Neoplatonist creden- 
tials, is not mainly concerned to deny the miracles, nor to regard 
denial as a viable option, but to impugn the social status and world- 
view of Jesus and his latter-day exponents (cf. e.g. Celsus ap. Origen, 
contra Celsum 1.28).37 This is an interesting perspective, though its 
present significance should not be overplayed. It may be a note- 
worthy reflection of positions inherited from previous debates to 
stress that opponents of Christianity did not commonly deny the 
miracles because that option was not open to them. 

The New Testament itself is however the most important context 
for the problem of miracle, and the Synoptics in particular. There is 
then the significant question whether Luke's treatment differs redac- 
tionally from that in the other Gospels. 

Some general observations may be made about the character and 
function of the Gospel miracles, though the degree of emphasis on 
these elements may prove to vary considerably between the evan- 
gelists. (1) Jesus’ miracles were the overflow of his love and com- 
passion when confronted by human need, even at times won from 
him against what might appear the overwhelming claims of his prior 
purposes in prayer or teaching. Here the injunctions to ‘tell no man’ 
find their place. Over against the sceptical assessment of these injunc- 
tions by W. Wrede and his followers, it may be urged that Jesus’ con- 
cern against misunderstanding of his miracles and their detraction 
from his teaching ministry fortified his determination to do good in 
secret wherever this were desirable and so far as the enthusiasm of 
the crowds permitted it.38 (2) Jesus' miracles were themselves a 


37 Kee, Medicine, Miracle and Magic, pp. 117-21. 
38 In the classic work of W. Wrede, The Messianic Secret, tr. J.C.G. Greig 
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vehicle of teaching, an emphasis strongest in John, but present in all 
the Gospels. Sometimes they were the actual occasion of controversy. 
It is important here to guard against two misunderstandings: (a) 
Jesus did not set up controversies to serve as a teaching vehicle, and 
then use miracle as a knock-down demonstration (though cf. the 
problem case of the withering of the fig-tree); (b) The explanation of 
miracles as merely symbolic, or as an acted visual aid, seems 
inadequate. The reports appear to concern real events on real occa- 
sions, provoked by authentic antecedent circumstances, where Jesus’ 
response may assume a significance which goes beyond the occasion, 
but is not lightly to be set in antithesis with it. The idea that the mira- 
culous was readily embroidered into a symbolic piece of teaching is 
the harder to sustain in the canonical Gospels because of the very re- 
serve with which the miracles tend to be treated. (3) Jesus’ miracles 
are directed to focus on his own person. Part of the essence of their 
teaching function is in the testimony they bear to him, a point in 
which the miracles of his followers differ strikingly, for they point 
away from the miracle-worker and again to Jesus himself. The im- 
mediate question raised by this observation of the Christocentric 
character of the miracles is of course whether this was actually Jesus’ 
own self-understanding or only the redactional understanding of the 
early church. It is not my purpose here to go further than necessary 
into such debates, merely to observe that the motif of Jesus’ Messianic 
self-understanding is deeply and extensively embedded in the Gos- 
pels. (4) The three preceding elements are not separate, but integrated 
in the presentation of the personality of Jesus. His compassion, 
brought to expression by circumstance, provides occasion for his 
further teaching and enlarged testimony to his Messiahship. (5) This 
concept of ‘testimony’ seems to be a crucial one, and especially so in 
Luke and in John. This touches on our preliminary point that the 
difficulty of miracle calls for an appropriately strong testimony, and 
this factor of authentication was recognized and developed in the 
perspective of the evangelists. (6) The whole question needs to be 
seen in the broader cultural context, in which scepticism and popular 
credulity were oddly mixed, if perhaps in a subtly different com- 
pound from that operative today. As there was widespread belief in 
the actuality of demonic and magical powers, it was part of the 
(Cambridge and London: James Clarke, 1971) = Das Messiasgeheimnis in den 
Evangelien (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 3rd edn., 1963 [1901]), the 
secrecy motif was a Markan structure to read back Messianic claims 
unhistorically into the life of Jesus himself. For recent discussion see J.D.G. Dunn, 
‘The Messianic Secret in Mark’, TB 21 (1970), pp. 92-117; W.C. Robinson Jr., ‘The 
Quest for Wrede's Secret Messiah’, Interpretation 27 (1973), pp. 10-30. 
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evidential force of the miracles to demonstrate the loving and authen- 
tic power of God as superior to every rival claim. That was a valid 
function of the reports, if less apposite to our own case, because our 
difficulty is not in discriminating between miraculous claims but in 
accepting any. 

Acts cannot be considered in isolation from the Third Gospel, 
though the pattern of miracle in the two parts appears to be sub- 
stantially different, because of the personal uniqueness of Jesus as the 
subject of the one part and the differences in relationship to sources 
and of critical approach thereby engendered. A brief background dis- 
cussion will concern Luke's differences from the other Gospels, for 
the comparison with Acts must await the fuller description of the evi- 
dence from that book.°? 

A survey of the Third Gospel to locate its incidence of miracle, and 
a further comparison of the relevant passages in the Synopsis, per- 
mits initially some general observations. The miraculous is rather un- 
evenly distributed through the Gospel, which is notable for relevant 
incidents peculiar to it. This is especially true of the visions and an- 
gelic manifestations which precede and accompany the birth of John 
and the miraculous birth of Jesus himself. Other unique passages in- 
clude the draught of fishes as a preliminary to Jesus’ calling of the 
fishermen brothers (Lk. 5:1-11; cf. Mk 1:16-20; Mt. 4:18-22), the raising 
of the widow's son at Nain (Lk. 7:11-17), the healing of the deformed 
woman on the sabbath (Lk. 13:10-17) and of the dropsical man, also 
on the sabbath (Lk. 14:1-6), the cleansing of ten lepers (Lk. 17:11-19), 
the resurrection appearances on the Emmaus road (Lk. 24:13-35), in 
Jerusalem (36-49), and the summarized Ascension story (50-53). In 
basic content Luke thus stands relatively near the mainstream Synop- 
tic tradition except in the special Nativity section and in his final 
chapter, both areas where the outworking of God's power assumes a 
prominent and distinctive role. Elsewhere miracles peculiar to this 
Gospel are relatively few, and the lengthy travel-section, which con- 
tains some, is focused more directly on teaching. Apart from these 
distinctive sections, the Lukan miracles are largely in the common 
tradition, and the interest focuses on the treatment of that tradition.4° 


39 This subject has been relatively little studied. Cf. P.J. Achtemeier, The Lucan 
Perspective on the Miracles of Jesus: A Preliminary Sketch’, JBL 94 (1975), pp. 
547-62: ‘The problem of the way Luke viewed and used the miracles of Jesus is a 
subject that has remained remarkably innocent of systematic treatment in recent 
Biblical scholarship’ (p. 547). 

40 On Achtemeier's count (pp. 547-48), Mark has 18 miracle stories and 4 
summaries of miraculous activity, Luke 20 stories and 3 summaries, Matthew 19 
and 4, but Mark is about 57% the length of Luke and 63% of the length of 
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It is often very conservative, apart from stylistic alteration of Mark 
and abbreviation or omission of relatively otiose matter, where Luke 
expects more of his reader. But the phenomena are complex. The 
healing of the centurion's servant, for instance (Lk. 7:1-10) is longer 
than the Matthean parallel and differently placed (cf. Mt. 8:5-13), and 
the relation of both to John 4:46-54 is unclear. An especially important 
type of case is that which we have argued for earlier, where Luke's 
investigation has been brought to bear afresh on common tradition, 
as evidenced in ‘L’-type additions and nuances. It is of interest that 
this critical perspective is particularly applicable to the miracle- 
stories. We could mention the case of the blind man at Jericho (Lk. 
18:35-43) and the transfiguration (Lk. 9:28-36), and other miracles will 
repay study from a similar angle, to observe in them Luke's concern 
with testimony, context and audience. It is interesting that Luke 
sometimes repeats a difficulty embedded in the tradition conserva- 
tively, such as the sending of the demons into the pigs (Lk. 8:32-33 cf. 
Mk 5:11-13), but shortens, and omits a large estimate of their number. 
Elsewhere he enlarges just the sort of detail which reads as the 
product of first-hand testimony. It is less easy to present a controlled 
argument from his omissions, but it is worth observing that he gives 
a concise version of the feeding of 5,000 (Lk. 9:12-17), but omits the 
feeding of the 4,000; could it be that he felt a lack of sufficient inde- 
pendent authentication? Several additions clarify the context of a 
miracle (e.g. Lk. 5:18, 19; 6:6, 7), or give details unmentioned else- 
where, like the casting of ‘seven demons’ out of Mary Magdalene (Lk. 
8:2). 

These observations may be brought into clearer focus by the 
attempt to isolate Luke's distinctive attitudes to the miraculous. We 
have to look a little further to see how these individual incidents are 
embedded in a matrix of deeper significance. Luke's presentation of 
Jesus' self-consciousness, his prayer life, his knowledge of the hearts 
of others, his foreknowledge of his Passion, are paralleled in the other 
Synoptics, but specially prominent here. Thus Luke alone specifies 
Jesus’ night of prayer before the calling of the Twelve (Lk. 6:12), the 
return of the Seventy with remarkable sayings of their power over 
demons (Lk. 10:17, 19) and the claim of Jesus to have seen Satan fall 
from heaven (Lk. 10:18), and the appearance of an angel streng- 
thening him in Gethsemane (Lk. 22:43). Yet none of these things 
argue in Luke a gratuitous interest in miracle. Most of his extra 


Matthew, so that proportionately the incidents are less frequent in Luke than in 
Mark. On this reckoning Luke has omitted 6 from Mark and added 8. Five of the 
6 omissions occur in the ‘Great Omission’ of Mk 6:45-8:26, the sixth is the cursing 
of the fig tree. 
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examples are from the first two chapters and the last chapter of the 
Gospel, places where vision and visitation are intimately linked with 
the person and work of Christ himself. As in Mark, there is a notable 
change after Peter's confession, when Jesus is presented as preparing 
the disciples for the coming Passion. 

God at work in providence and in judgment is all part of the 
irreducible content of the larger matrix within which the miracles 
operate in Luke. G.W.H. Lampe's essay on the miracles of Acts,4! 
which includes preliminary consideration of the Gospel, is helpful 
here. For Luke the conception of the purpose of miracles is largely 
determined by the Old Testament. God's power is manifested in 
‘signs and wonders’, but these are also associated closely with the 
teaching of Jesus and the proclamation of the Kingdom. Lampe dis- 
tinguishes carefully between Luke's theocentric view and the first im- 
pression that he is the initiator of a long (and suspect) Christian tradi- 
tion of apologetic through the power of miracle. Where God is at 
work, it is a secondary matter whether he does so through a real or 
apparent breach of the regularity of nature or through a providential 
guidance operating in the most mundane sequences of cause and 
effect. I agree then with Lampe's judgment that it is difficult to pick 
out the miraculous from the non-miraculous in Luke's story 
(Miracles, p. 171); but I remain sceptical of the thrust of his context, 
where he sees Luke's work as an ‘impressionistic and “super- 
naturalized” account’. 


The Miracles in Acts 


The first task is to attempt a descriptive classification or categoriza- 
tion of the miracle material in Acts. There are various classifications 
on the market, whether form-critical, or arranged by subject-matter, 
moral or theological significance, or even credibility.42 I am not 


41 Lampe in Moule, Miracles, pp. 165-78. 

42 For a helpful survey see F. Neirynck in Kremer, Actes, pp. 169-213. For 
classifications by content see Hardon in CBQ 16 (1954), pp. 303-307; Neirynck, 
pp. 170-71. For form-critical classification see Dibelius, Studies, pp. 12-24. The 
study and classification of motifs in G. Theissen, The Miracle Stories of the Early 
Christian Tradition, tr. F. McDonagh (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1983) extends 
across a much wider field, while focusing on the Gospels. See also G.J. Jordan, 
‘The Classification of the Miracles’, ExpT 46 (1934-35), pp. 310-16. The tendency 
of all these classifications is to isolate narratives of particular types. Our present 
purpose is different, to illustrate how these specific pericopae are embedded in a 
theocentric world view whose manifestations are displayed in many nuances of 
thought, argument and reference where the ‘apartness’ of miracle is less 
significant. 
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concerned here with any theoretically based formulation, only witha 
simple descriptive demarcation of the range of the problem as a preli- 
minary to an attempted analysis. A careful survey of the whole text 
shows afresh the need to cast the net wide, to pick up all the phe- 
nomena conditioned by Luke's theocentric world-view, even if speci- 
fically miraculous acts later prove to occupy a surprisingly tiny bulk 
within this totality. The first survey may thus appear inordinately ex- 
tensive, but the difficulties which trouble the critical reader relatively 
few and brief. The miraculous act itself, for instance, is often told as a 
brief saying or event in a mundanely circumstantial context. Such is 
the raising of Dorcas/Tabitha, rich in human touches of grief and 
loving remembrance, although the crisis is treated in two words of 
Peter and the response, all within one verse (Acts 9:40). 

We may observe the following ten categories: 

(1) Divine events of fundamental significance for the history of 
salvation and of the Church and occurring within the limits of Acts, 
namely the Ascension and Pentecost, together with the divine mani- 
festations recounted on those occasions. 

(2) Other references to the great salvation events, including the 
Incarnation, Crucifixion and Resurrection, whether in narrative, or in 
the speeches, or proleptically, as in Jesus’ foretelling of the Ascension 
and Pentecost (Acts 1:2, 5, 8). 

(3) Acts of power, through Jesus or his disciples, which appear to 
involve explicit breaking of the regularities of nature, as understood 
then or now, whether inexplicable healings or ‘nature’ miracles. 

(4) Incidents which may be, or may be implied to be, of the pre- 
ceding category, but told with such reserve that the question may be 
left more or less open whether they are to be taken as miracle at all, 
even if it be granted that the ancient audience reacted with wonder- 
ment to them. 

(5) General summarized references to unspecified ‘signs and 
wonders’. 

(6) Narratives, as of travel or circumstance, which involve nothing 
strictly miraculous, but where a sense of the overruling Providence of 
God is implicit: God is at work, even if the chain of events appears 
mundane. 

(7) The explicit recognition of God's hand at work in things like the 
success of the Christian mission or conversely in the collapse and 
death of Herod Agrippa I as divine judgment through angelic agency 
(Acts 12:23). 

(8) Ecstatic phenomena— visions, dreams and prophetic revela- 
tions, and ‘psychological’ miracles. 


Appendix 1 Speeches and Miracles in Acts 435 


(9) The theme of scripture divinely fulfilled in Christ and in the 
Church as an argument testifying to God's action in history, a 
recurring feature of the argument of the speeches. 

(10) Claims of magical and demonic opposition to God, and the 
perspective that God's power is superior to that of any pretended 
rival. 

There is then a generalized difficulty for the modern reader em- 
bodied in the whole Christian world-view assumed and expressed in 
most of these categories, but it becomes specific and acute only per- 
haps in (1), (3), (8) and (10), and in (4) insofar as that involves discus- 
sion of the status of doubtful cases and is not simply subsumed under 
(3) or dissipated into natural rationalizations. I shall offer brief 
general comment on some of the principal categories, their extent and 
significance, and in particular on those of special difficulty. 

The first two groups are straightforward (except in the sense that 
the Ascension and Pentecost pose problems of belief), but it is worth 
observing the sheer quantity of references in group (2). Thus we have 
allusion to the Resurrection in Acts 1:3, 22; 2:24, 31, 32; 3:15; 4:2, 10, 
33; etc., mostly as the focus of argument in kerygmatic preaching. 

The principal examples of (3) are diverse in type, but gathered 
here for the type of difficulty they present. There is the healing of the 
lame man at the Beautiful Gate (Acts 3:1-10), Peter's knowledge and 
judgment over Ananias and Sapphira (5:1-11), the efficacy of Peter's 
shadow (5:15), the blinding and restoration of Saul (9:8, 18), the 
healing of the paralytic Aeneas at Lydda (9:33-35) and of Tabitha at 
Joppa (9:36-42), the temporary blinding of Bar-Jesus/Elymas (13:11- 
12), the healing of the cripple at Lystra (14:8-10), the casting out of the 
demon from the girl fortune-teller at Philippi (16:16-18), the efficacy 
of handkerchiefs and aprons from Paul at Ephesus (19:12), the raising 
of Eutychus at Troas (20:8-12), and the healing of Publius’ father 
(28:8). That is a remarkably short list, though other incidents might 
well be considered to belong here. We must certainly add the two 
releases from prison (5:19-21 and 12:7-10), where the agency might 
possibly be explained without recourse to the supernatural, the earth- 
quake and opening of the prison at Philippi (16:25-26), Paul's fore- 
sight and authority in the storm and shipwreck (e.g. 27:10, 31, 34), 
and the snake incident in Malta (28:3-6), as possible representatives of 
the elusive category (4). 

Luke shows no such reserve in mentioning in general summaries 
the occurrence of unspecified miracles as he does in documenting 
specifics. Type (5) summaries are found at 2:43; 5:12, 16; 6:8; 8:6-7, 13; 
19:11; 28:9. It is worth making the point that where similar summaries 
occur in the Third Gospel they commonly have parallels, and cannot 
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then be automatically dismissed as simplistically redactional: thus Lk. 
4:40-41 with Mk 1:32-34 and Mt. 8:16-17; Lk. 6:17-19 with Mk 3:8-10 
(where Luke's editing stresses Jesus’ Stvapis); Lk. 7:18-22 with Mt. 
11:2-5. It is also worth noting that Paul is able to make similar sum- 
maries: he mentions signs, wonders and miracles as credentials of an 
apostle, and includes his own ministry. 

Two simple examples of type (6) will suffice. The meeting of Philip 
with the Ethiopian just at the time when he was puzzled by a 
scripture apt to Philip's message (Acts 8:30-35), and, much more ela- 
borately, the climatic and geographical factors involved in the voyage 
to Malta are essentially natural and in the latter case minutely cir- 
cumstantial throughout, while marked by a timing or direction irre- 
ducibly providential. Type (7) is akin. Some examples might be 
regarded as little more than pious phraseology, save that the lan- 
guage is expressing Luke's fundamental conviction. It is God who 
opened a door of faith to the Gentiles (14:27); Paul and Barnabas re- 
port ‘what God had done with them’ (15:4); a decision is made under 
a sense of divine authority: ‘it has seemed good to the Holy Spirit and 
to us’ (15:28). 

Ecstatic and psychological/spiritual phenomena are perhaps the 
hardest class to handle, partly because of differences of cultural 
assumptions, partly through difficulties of demonization and secon- 
dary cross-currents. A first point to stress is that the attribution of ec- 
static experiences to Paul in Acts concurs in principle with his own 
testimony in his own undisputed writings. It is enough to cite 1 Cor. 
14:18 and especially 2 Cor. 12:1-7. The occurrence of ecstatic pheno- 
mena is a matter which will scarcely be denied absolutely, whatever 
explanation or rationalization be offered for them. Examples in Acts 
are fairly numerous, and they are present in ‘we-passages’ and other 
sections of the book where the source-material seems to be particu- 
larly full and direct. An angel, and, again, the Holy Spirit speak to 
Philip (8:26-29); Ananias converses with the Lord in a vision 9:10-16). 
In the Cornelius narrative there is a series of visions and divine com- 
munications (10:3-6, 10-16, 19-20, and Peter's reports of them in ch. 
11). The Spirit calls Barnabas and Saul to mission (13:2), and frus- 
trates Paul's plans (16:6, 7) before the positive vision of 16:9. Paul is 
strengthened by visions to face need or suffering (18:9-10; 23:11; 
27:23-24; cf. Lk. 22:43). Information is conveyed through the prophetic 
interventions of Agabus (11:28; 21:11), and there is reference to the 
prophesying daughters of Philip (21:9). Other passages speak in 
simpler terms of persons ‘filled with the Holy Spirit’ receiving great 
grace to testify, or the like (4:31, 33; 7:55-56; etc.). A specific case, 
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which brings us back to category (1), is that of glossolalia, apparently 
associated on each occasion in Acts with a distinctive new break- 
through of the Gospel message (2:4; 10:46; 19:6) and ostensibly to be 
distinguished from the xenoglossy of 2:6-11. This last observation 
leads us to stress, if only as an addendum to (1), that unusual mani- 
festations, like the men in white at the Ascension (1:10) and the 
tongues of fire at Pentecost (2:3), are festooned around the events of 
God's crucial interventions. Again, the problem of glossolalia was a 
practical issue for the Paul of the Hauptbriefe (1 Cor. 14). 

This welter of phenomena is a strangely mixed bag, and may 
indeed be open to diverse analysis. One desirable interim remark is to 
note the tendency in modern thought to explain even in the uncon- 
genial frame of psychological or spiritual miracle divine events which 
Christians have traditionally understood as literal and physical 
miracle, in fact to collapse the ostensible but unthinkable members of 
categories (1) or (3) into (8).43 

The fulfilment of scripture is a motif widespread in the New Tes- 
tament, and most conspicuous in places like the Matthean Nativity 
story, where the incidents are so constantly linked to the Old Testa- 
ment as to suggest to some scholars the view that the whole is a ‘mid- 
rashic’ creation from the prophecies.44 The perspective in Acts is 
slightly different, as this factor is used as providing an explanation or 
argument, or a guide to action. It will suffice to cite Acts 1:16-20; 2:16- 
21, 25-28; 3:18, 23-24; 8:32-33; 13:33-35; 15:16-18; 17:11; 18:28; 23:5; 
28:23, 26-27. The whole theme may seem distinct from our current 
focus on miracle, and not sensitive in the same way. The point is that 
it belongs integrally to Luke's theocentric view, within which miracle 
is merely one, somewhat arbitrarily isolated, sphere of God's total ini- 
tiative and activity. 

The final category belongs to a different realm of ideas altogether, 
the notion of superhuman powers wielded by enemies of the Gospel. 
There are the magic powers of Simon Magus (8:9-11), the girl with the 
evil spirit at Philippi (16:16-18), depicted as one who possessed de- 
monic knowledge of the mission of Paul and Silas, the sons of Scaeva 
at Ephesus (19:13-16), and the consequent overcoming of magicians 
and the burning of the magic books of new converts (19:19). This 
group is again troublesome to the modern reader, for the super- 
natural in any form is a difficulty, whereas Luke lives in a world 
where different kinds are on the market, and it is sometimes a 


43 On a point of recent controversy which appears to highlight a similar issue 
see the discussion of the views of Bishop Jenkins in M.J. Harris, Easter in Durham 
(Exeter: Paternoster, 1985). 

44 See however, R.T. France and D. Wenham (eds.), Gospel Perspectives III,(1983). 
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relevant argument to set the power of God over against any inade- 
quate rival claim. 

This, of course, has been a mere survey of the ground. It may be 
granted that there are some marked differences between the pheno- 
mena of Acts and of the Gospel, but these are easily explained in 
principle. (a) The person of Jesus is unique, and the salvific events 
focused on him have no direct counterpart in the lives of his fol- 
lowers, even though we may claim to trace literary parallels, es- 
pecially between Jesus and Paul. (b) The Gospel is considerably 
controlled by its sources, and the base of Luke's portrayal of miracle 
is strongly conditioned by the common Synoptic tradition, whereas in 
Acts he had a freer hand to express his concept of historiography 
through a selection and presentation more independent of fixed tra- 
dition or written documents. (c) The perspective is different, being on 
the other side of the Passion and Resurrection. Apart from the dis- 
tinct differences of content and treatment engendered by these fac- 
tors, it may be claimed that there is a notable consistency in Luke's 
treatment, and this makes occasional comparison fruitful. 


Observations 


It is specifically the difficulty over miracle which lies at the root of 
much of our present impasse over Acts. The difficulty for the modern 
mind of a text embodying miracle has been the first stimulus to rein- 
terpretation, and that reinterpretation of the text has led finally into 
improbabilities and the rejection of awkward collateral evidence. We 
must somehow retrace our steps at least to the dividing of the ways 
where the evidence may come again into its own. 

The factor of differing world-views cannot be avoided here. It 
would be comfortable to suppose that we might settle the matter em- 
pirically, and indeed it is important to try so far as possible. But pre- 
suppositions are inevitably involved. Post-Enlightenment thought 
may take an absolute position that miracles do not happen, and that 
all alleged instances must accordingly be either rejected or re-ex- 
plained. Such a position is, however, dogmatic, not empirical. To say 
that is not to attack it unfairly, but to insist that we recognize the 
status of this doctrine. It is rooted in a specific world-view. It is none 
the worse for that if that world-view happens to be correct, but that is 
a point at issue.45 The same argument could equally be turned on a 


45 Cf. D.E. Nineham, The Use and Abuse of the Bible (London: Macmillan, 1976) 
for a classic recent statement of the post-Enlightenment view arguing for a deep 
separation of viable world-views before and after the watershed. For a response 
to Nineham see R.H. Preston, ‘Need Dr Nineham Be So Negative?’ ExpT 90 
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dogmatically supernaturalist view. Even when we strive to be scru- 
pulously fair, we are operating here in a context of irreducibly con- 
flicting world-views, and the attempt to be scientifically empirical 
must at least try to wrestle with contrary options. 

There is a subtle cultural factor built into differences of presup- 
position. For some cultures, even today, miracle is regarded as an 
authenticating feature, whereas for the critical Western mind it is the 
reverse: an acute difficulty. In Acts itself there are some instances of 
miracle as authentication (e.g. 2:43; 8:6-7; 19:11-12), coupled with 
other kinds of evidence more congenial to ourselves. There are com- 
plementary points to be made here. We ought not to be arrogant in 
disdaining the intelligence of those who think differently from our- 
selves.46 Conversely, however, we must recognize that our own ap- 
proach must be critical, in the best sense of that term, and must use 
different criteria of authentication. If we accept a narrative in Acts, 
and the miraculous element in it in particuiar, that will be rather in 
spite of the miracle than because of it. 

Against that background we may suggest that there was for Luke 
a legitimate argument from miracle, to be balanced also against his 
insistence that the unbelieving will not be convinced by miracle any 
more than by the scriptural evidence otherwise available to them (Lk. 
16:27-31). In other words, people were convinced they had witnessed 
inexplicable healings, and that made them think. The explanation on 
offer was that these things were done in the name of Jesus, and the 
power of his Spirit was made manifest in his followers. Luke himself 
was convinced of such, even in the face of what may have been a 
natural scepticism. It did convince others, and he duly says it did. 
The pattern can be seen in Acts 2:12; 3:10, where the amazement of 
the people in each case provides the setting for an explanatory 


(1978-79), pp. 275-80. 

46 There is a danger of what C.S. Lewis (Surprised by Joy [London: Collins, 1969], 
p. 166) has called ‘chronological snobbery’ in the treatment of cultures of the 
past. It may be suggested rather that past cultures often differ from our own in 
the same kinds of ways that diverse modern cultures do. The Japanese, for 
instance, would appear to have entered the modern technological world through 
processes of intellectual history so unlike our own that while they have a perva- 
sive sense of the divine in life and nature (kami) such as a Westerner might call 
pantheistic or panentheistic, the notion of a personal God presents acute 
conceptual difficulty to them. It is likewise unwise to underestimate the ancients 
merely because they were different. Sometimes we know more, because 
knowledge is cumulative, though particular skills may be forgotten. More often 
the real difference is simply one of cultural milieu, even in matters where they 
most strikingly anticipated us. The complexity of the ancient world merits the 
most careful and detailed study. 
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address by Peter, and faith responds to the preaching which explains 
the miracle. 

Such a world-view may be condemned by some as untenable 
today. But this is another dogmatic judgment, and dogmatic in a less 
innocent way, if it is made to serve as a presuppositional base for 
illegitimizing not only a contrary, or more open, presupposition, but 
the debate itself. 

The whole preceding point, itself an attempt to state a balance, 
must itself be balanced in turn from a different angle. I have perhaps 
implied an underlying separation of modern Western thinking from 
Biblical culture. But the ancient world was itself extraordinarily com- 
plex and diverse. People then were capable of being as hard-headedly 
sceptical (or as credulous) as we are today. A transcendental Chris- 
tianity could capture the mind of a Jewish intellectual of the calibre of 
Paul and not the followers of cults and magical practices and horo- 
scopes who might be deemed among the more credulous elements in 
that society. (Perhaps such an eccentric comparison is not without its 
relevance to our own day). But that too could be a misleading over- 
simplification, for even the scepticism of those times came out of a 
subtly different soil. The lines between the divine and the mechanistic 
were differently drawn. Yet when all such necessary qualifications 
are made, it is reasonable to insist that Luke needed to authenticate 
his case before educated and sophisticated readers, fully capable, 
mutatis mutandis, of subjecting him to keenly critical assessment. If 
Acts is in any serious degree intended to be apologetic to outsiders in 
a religious and not merely a political sense, it must be presumed to 
address itself seriously to the problems of authentication.47 

It may be claimed that even if the question of miracle must techni- 
cally be left open, it is very unlikely, and a specially strict standard of 
accreditation must be required of alleged instances. This doubt may 
be held ina stronger or a weaker form. In the former the implication 
may be that the standard required is so rigorous that no testimony 
can ever in practice fulfil it. In that case the doubt amounts to a prac- 
tical assertion of the dogmatic position, merely meeting the previous 
objection by a formal concession to the appearance of empiricism. In 
its latter form, however, this doubt may be correct to require testi- 
mony as strong as can reasonably be expected before entertaining 
seriously the possibility of events which are unusual or conceptually 


47 | have dealt previously with the assumption that the ancients were not 
capable of an interest in ‘what really happened’, see above, ch. 3. This implication 
is held directly in the face of the concerns of writers like Thucydides, Polybius 
and Lucian, and may be cited as an example of the ‘chronological snobbery’ of 
the preceding note. 


Appendix 1 Speeches and Miracles in Acts 441 


difficult. Testimony can only be of a strength appropriate to the case, 
not of an artificially watertight completeness impervious to doubt or 
criticism. There can thus be a legitimate type of critical study which 
accepts some miracles and rejects others. It is possible, in theory, to 
conceive criteria for acceptance, however difficult in practice to attain 
agreement about them. The difficulty does not invalidate the prin- 
ciple. It is possible that Luke's reserve in the matter of reporting 
miracles illustrates that, despite the cultural gap, he was operating on 
a similar principle.# 

A further complexity is introduced by a modern issue over the 
nature of faith. Recent post-Enlightenment thought has been heavily 
influenced by a disposition to see faith in existential terms. But exis- 
tential faith and the Biblical argument for faith are significantly dif- 
ferent in substance. In the former, faith as trust is stressed to the 
initial exclusion of faith as assent, but the New Testament argument 
is for trust which goes beyond (but includes) assent to a practical suf- 
ficiency of relevant evidence. It is assent plus trust, not trust apart 
from assent. Indeed the factor of assent to what is believed true is an 
essential one, for trust apart from discrimination of objective may be 
a commitment to the false or unreliable or harmful. There is no virtue 
in commitment (if that becomes a justifying ‘work’) apart from the 
goodness of its object. One sees the problem, for instance, in Dibelius' 
treatment of the word tiotts in Acts 17:31 (Studies, pp. 57, 62-63) as a 
usage alien to the New Testament. While this sense of this word may 
be peculiar to this passage, it is frequent in secular Greek, and there- 
fore natural enough in address to a Gentile audience. It expresses an 
idea of ‘proof’ or the ‘confirmation of truth’ which is intimately 
linked to the concept of ‘witness’ as testimony to the truth, a motif 
widespread in Luke and John.9 The effect of the modern trend is to 
remove the questions of miracle from the agenda, as unimportant 


48 It is clear that ancient writers were not completely naive or gullible, but 
accepted or rejected miraculous stories on the basis of their regard for the 
evidence, albeit differently weighted than modern historians. See for example 
Herodotus (2.73) on the story of the Phoenix. 

49 The treatment of miotts and its cognates in the theological dictionaries takes 
no adequate account of this kind of usage. The work of Bultmann in TDNT, 
Turner in Christian Words and the like are are open to the strictures of James Barr 
(Semantics, pp. 275-76). A particular fallacy is that which tries to assimilate 
diverse usages of a word in different contexts to a regular, theologically technical 
‘Christian’ usage, exclusive of other natural variations of its contemporary 
semantic field. C. Gilmour, ‘The Development of the Language of Faith, A 
Historical Survey’, Prudentia 17 (1985), pp. 55-70, is not exempt from this pitfall. 
For the concept of ‘witness’, especially in the Lukan and Johannine writings cf. 
A.A. Trites, The New Testament Concept of Witness (CUP, 1977). 
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from its perspective, thus reinforcing scepticism on this ground by 
dismissing the problem. But a strong converse point needs to be 
made. It is the historical facts, and that of the supranatural resur- 
rection in particular, which form the confirmation of Paul's appeal to 
the Athenians and the base of his argument. A modern approach 
which rejects the base and the argument as then understood and rein- 
terprets ‘faith’ must recognize that it is cutting away the object of its 
own existential appeal. If that object had no reasonable claim to truth 
in the first place, there never was any substance in Christianity, and 
the existential appeal is directed to wishful thinking, at odds with 
reality as interpreted apart from the Christian claims. We might do 
better in that case to cut our losses than to perpetuate confusion by 
clinging to the language of an exploded myth become a pretence. 

The relationship between miracle and teaching merits further 
thought. There is an evident difference, relevant to the call above for 
the establishment of criteria, between the miracles of the New Testa- 
ment and those of the Apocryphal Gospels and Acts, which indulge 
wonders for their own sake.5° It may be claimed, in the broadest 
terms, that the miracles of the Gospels and Acts are the vehicle of 
teaching. This factor is sometimes, rather strangely, made the occa- 
sion for an exclusive polarization between event and teaching, where 
the teaching is detached from a context treated with the disbelief or 
lack of interest. A reversal of this may as readily be argued, that the 
importance of the teaching prompted the careful record of miracle 
which had teaching or evidential value, against a background rather 
reserved than otherwise towards miracle because of the handle it 
might give to misunderstanding, to superficial curiosity or 
sensation.9! 

We have presented no easy way out of the problem, but there is 
equally no a priori ground for dismissing Luke's qualities simply 
because he reports miracle. If he is not radically mistaken in his view 
of a transcendental God incarnated in man, the factor of miracle may 
even be accepted in principle as a natural corollary of that Weltan- 
schauung. There is a profound difficulty in the assumption that the 
Enlightenment marks an essential divide in the history of Western 


50 See M.R. James, The Apocryphal New Testament(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 
1924). Thus the contrast between Peter and Simon Magus is introduced by a 
speaking dog, and Peter wins believers by taking a dead sardine hanging in a 
window and casting it into a bath, where it proceeds to live and swim (Acts of 
Peter 12-13, James, pp. 315-16; cf. Lampe in Moule, Miracles, pp. 165-66). 

51 See the fullest recent discussion in C. Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind, 
esp. Chapter 10. Cf. id., That You May Believe. Miracles and Faith Then and Now 
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans and Exeter: Paternoster, 1985). 
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thought, the more sensitive when many scholars are avowed and 
professing Christians, whatever the presuppositional framework 
which they feel obliged to assume as scholars.>? It is not really a 
matter of saying that as scholars they cannot import their existential 
beliefs but must be open-minded and properly sceptical and presup- 
positionless, for the Enlightenment imposes, not freedom from pre- 
supposition, but contrary presuppositions. I am all for open-minded- 
ness, but uneasy when people seem to be compounding their own 
problems by appearing to work in different contexts from contradic- 
tory presuppositions. Yet I am happier not to be entangled with these 
cross-currents. I am content to operate in a framework where the pos- 
sibility of miracle is accepted and its appearance is not an automatic 
cue for reinterpretation or special interpretation. 


52 If we hold a supranaturalist world-view, exemplified in the acceptance of a 
traditional understanding of the resurrection of Jesus, we are immediately in a 
different ball-game. Within that framework we may still require reasonably 
rigorous testimony before admitting other miracles, but their possibility may be 
accepted in principle. 


Appendix 2 
The God-Fearers' 


The Aphrodisias Find? 


At the recent excavations connected with the construction of a new 
museum at Aphrodisias, a large stele was unearthed bearing legible 
inscriptions on two of its four faces. Face a, it appears, was to inform 
the reader about a building? and a list of the donors who initiated 
the project, while face b presents two lists of names of other people 
associated with the project. Despite the fact that there is no Hebrew, 
nor any hint betraying knowledge of that language, the large number 
of Jewish names and other features4 make it virtually certain that 
we are dealing here with a donation by a synagogue. The list on face 
a seems to be made up of a council of some sort, the Sekavia,5 while 
side b contains two lists of ordinary members of the Jewish commu- 
nity at Aphrodisias, who presumably also contributed to the project 
initiated by the decany. Although the two faces of the stele have been 
cut in different hands, it seems most likely that they are contem- 
porary, from the third century AD. 

In the list on face a, three of the people are specifically called 
trpoonAutos (Il. 13, 17, 22) and two more are given the title 8eoceBrs 
(Il. 19, 20). The two lists on face b probably were each titled, but only 
the second heading remains: d00t GeoceBis; the upper list presumably 
originally bore the heading: ‘lov8aio1.”? Aside from the three pro- 
selytes, 54 are called theosebeis, and about 55 seem simply to be 


1 By the editor. 

2 J. Reynolds and R. Tannenbaum, Jews and God-fearers at Aphrodisias: Greek 
Inscriptions with Commentary Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological 
Association Supp. 12 (Cambridge Philological Society, 1987). 

3 Tannenbaum suggests that what was being dedicated was a charity-food 
distribution centre, interpreting tatéMa along the lines of ‘soup-kitchen’. See 
Reynolds and Tannenbaum, Jews and God-fearers, p. 27. 

4 Such as the phrase ol tmotetaypévot, face a, ll. 2-3, paralleled at a synagogue 
in Cyrenaica; see Reynolds and Tannenbaum, Jews and God-fearers, p. 28. 

5 Cf. Cl] 1.11, where the word is mistaken for a name, if Tannenbaum is 
correct. Reynolds and Tannenbaum, Jews and God-fearers, pp. 28-38. 

6 Reynolds and Tannenbaum, Jews and God-fearers, pp. 19-22. 

? Thus Tannenbaum, Jews and God-fearers, p. 47. 
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names of Jews.8 

Several inferences can be drawn from this new evidence: 
(1) The heading on face b suggests that ‘God-fearer’ was a title rather 
than a mere descriptive phrase, although if we had only face a either 
interpretation would be possible. 
(2) The title ‘God-fearer’ seems to have referred to Gentiles. The ono- 
mastic data makes plain that the list on face a and the upper list on 
face b are made up of Jews, while the names in the list of theosebeis 
are Gentile.9 
(3) There is a clear distinction made between proselytes and ‘God- 
fearers’ as seen in the names on face a. 
(4) The fact that two ‘God-fearers’ are listed among the decany sug- 
gests that they were regarded to some extent as members of the com- 
munity, but the separate listing on face b would seem to show that 
they were not incorporated fully into the community without 
distinctions. 10 


Drawing Conclusions from Evidence 


There has, of late, been some discussion about the appropriateness of 
using the term ‘God-fearer’ as a technical term for a group of Gentiles 
hovering around synagogues. In some respects, the questioning 
started with the essay by Kirsopp Lake in Beginnings of Chris- 
tianity,!1 which argued that the term could be used equally well as a 
description of a person's piety, whether they were Jew or Gentile, as 
opposed to specifically referring to non-circumcised adherents. 
Wilcox has picked up this argument, showing fairly clearly that, 
although the evidence for the traditional understanding of these 


8 The names of the fathers of some of the contributors are present as well, so 
that we possess more names than actual contributors. 

9 There are, of course, exceptions; see Reynolds and Tannenbaum, Jews and 
God-fearers, pp. 55-56. Of the c. 63 names (as opposed to contributors) in the list 
of ‘God-fearers’, there are only two specifically Jewish names, and in both cases, 
the fathers’ names are Gentile. A further two names are Graeco-Roman names 
known to have been popular with Jews (but also used by non-Jews) and one 
more is of questionable origin. 

10 It is interesting to note that the ‘God-fearers’ seem to have been regarded as a 
somewhat inferior class, to judge from the placement on both lists (the ‘God- 
fearers’ were last on the original list on face a as well, cf. Reynolds and 
Tannenbaum, Jews and God-fearers, p. 4), but only in terms of their status in the 
synagogue, not in terms of their status in society, since there are 9 members of the 
city council on the list! (face b, ll. 34-38, cf. Jews and God-fearers, p. 55.) 

11 BC ‘Proselytes and God-fearers’ 5.74-96. 
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‘God-fearers’ has a sort of internal consistency, it is fundamentally a 
circular kind of proof.!2 The point is a sound one, and, much like 
Roger Cowley's work on parallel phenomena, a useful caution 
against taking terms known from a single author as technical terms 
used by a whole culture.!3 Wilcox does not claim to have established 
the absence of a technical use of ‘God-fearers’, but rather is coun- 
selling caution in the face of the then insufficient evidence. Thus, he 
writes, ‘the expressions ... in Acts ought not without further evidence 
be interpreted as referring to a class of Gentile synagogue adherents 
rather than to members of the Jewish community, whether Jewish by 
birth or by conversion’ [emphasis mine].14 

A.T. Kraabel, on the other hand, has built an argument upon the 
silence of archaeological evidence.!5 He calls the traditional under- 
standing of ‘God-fearers’ a ‘serious misreading of the evidence’,!6 
and after listing six Diaspora synagogues that have been excavated 
without providing unambiguous testimony for the ‘God-fearers’, and 
reciting modern ‘critical’ dogma that ‘neither the theology of Paul nor 
the chronology of his career, as found in Acts, can be made to line up 
with the Pauline epistles’,!”7 he concludes that the whole institution is 
a Lukan invention, made necessary by the evangelist's theological 
programme.'8 He further concludes from this that ‘Luke's freedom 
to rewrite a part of early Christian history in this fashion surely says 
something about his distance from the events, that is, about the date 
of the writing of Acts’.19 

Kraabel's paper was given on several occasions, the most recent 
version being the published one, which contains the sentence ‘new 
evidence required to falsify this hypothesis would have to be sub- 
stantial; one clear inscription ... would be helpful, but not sufficient ...’ 


12 M. Wilcox, ‘The “God-Fearers” in Acts: A Reconsideration’, JSNT 13 (1981), 
pp. 102-122. 

13 See R.W. Cowley, ‘Technical Terms in Biblical Hebrew?’ TB 37 (1986), pp. 21- 
28. 

14 Wilcox, ‘God-Fearers’, p. 115. 

15 A.T. Kraabel, ‘The Disappearance of the “God-fearers”’, Numen 28 (1981), pp. 
113-126; cf. also ‘The Roman Diaspora: Six Questionable Assumptions’, JJS 33 
(1982), pp. 445-462. 

16 Kraabel, ‘Disappearance’, p. 113. 

17 Kraabel, ‘Disappearance’, p. 118. 

18 ‘Acts cannot be used as evidence that there ever were such groups in the 
synagogues of the Roman Empire. It is a tribute to Luke’s dramatic ability that 
they have become so alive for the later Church, but the evidence ... from 
archaeology makes their historicity questionable in the extreme,’ Kraabel, 
‘Disappearance’, p. 120. 

19 Kraabel, ‘Disappearance’, p. 125 n. 24. 
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after which follows a reference to the forthcoming publication of the 
Aphrodisias inscription.2° While it is true that Acts and the inscrip- 
tion use slightly different terms to speak of the ‘God-fearers’, 
Kraabel's ideas about the non-existence of such a group of people 
have been shown to be without basis. The inscription confirms the 
three points about the institution that he has set out to deny: (1) that 
‘God-fearers’ can be a term employed specifically for Gentiles, (2) that 
they are found in significant numbers, and (3) that they were not full 
members of the Jewish community, and as such were ripe for 
Christian conversion.?! 

What remains is to stress the correctness of caution. Showing 
Kraabel's errors is a long way from demonstrating the accuracy of 
Acts on this matter; a number of questions remain. The differences in 
terminology employed by Luke (doBotpevos tov Bedv, ceBdpevos 
tov §€6v) and by the inscription (GeoceBys) keep us still from seeing 
something like a technical term for a category of people in Acts. Simi- 
larly, we are not yet in possession of enough evidence to speak confi- 
dently about how commonplace such a community of ‘God-fearers’ 
might be. Most notably, the inscription has been estimated to have 
originated in the third century AD, whereas Acts claims to picture the 
situation before the fall of Jerusalem. All we can say with confidence 
is that there were in at least some places numbers of Gentiles who 
were close enough to Judaism to be considered part of the commu- 
nity, albeit a separate part, without becoming full proselytes. The pic- 
ture presented in Acts may or may not be anachronistic, but it can no 
longer be thought of as preposterous, or the work of a theologically 
inspired imagination.?2 


20 Kraabel, ‘Disappearance’, pp. 121, 125f. n. 26. 

21 These three points are to be found in Kraabel, ‘Disappearance’, p. 114. 

22 Among the other recent literature about the ‘God-fearers’, see T.M. Finn, ‘The 
God-fearers Reconsidered’, CBQ 47 (1985), pp. 75-84; J.G. Gager, ‘Jews, Gentiles 
and Synagogues in the Book of Acts’, HTR 79 (1986), pp. 91-99 ( Gager writes 
before the publication of the Aphrodisias inscription but with considerable 
knowledge of it and similar older evidence overlooked by Kraabel); A.T. Kraabel, 
‘Greeks, Jews and Lutherans in the Middle Half of Acts’, HTR 79 (1986), pp. 147- 
57; S.J.D. Cohen, ‘Respect for Judaism By Gentiles According to Josephus’, HTR 
80 (1987), pp. 409-30; M.H. Williams, ‘@eooeBis yap tv— The Jewish Tendencies 
of Poppa Sabina’, JTS 39 (1988), pp. 97-111; and J.A. Overman, ‘The God- 
fearers: Some Neglected Features’, JSNT 32 (1988), pp. 17-26. 
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